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AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


MONDAY, MAY 24, 1954 


Unrrep STATES SENATE, 


COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, Oo. G. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room G—16 in 
the Capitol, Senator John W. Bricker, chairman, presiding. 

Present: Senators Bricker, Schoeppel, Bowring, Hunt, and Mon- 
roney. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; Edward C. 
Sweeney, aviation counsel. 

The CuHarrMan. The committee will come to order. 

The meeting this morning is called for the purpose of receiving 
testimony on 8. 3410. 

[ would like at this time to make a copy of S. 3410 a part of the 
hearing. 

(The bill, S. 3410, is as follows:) 


[S. 3410, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 
4 BILL To amend sections 2 (a), 6 (a), and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That paragraph (3) of section 2 (a) of the 
Federal Airport Act, as amended, is amended by inserting the words “or terminal 
buildings” after the word “hangars” at the end thereof 

Sec. 2. Section 6 (a) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) As soon as possible after any appropriation is made under section 5 (b), 
50 per centum of the amount thereof available for grants for projects in the 
several States shall be apportioned by the Secretary of Commerce among the 
several States, one-half in the proportion which the population of each State 
bears to the total population of all the States, and one-half in the proportion 
which the area of each State bears to the total area of all the States. All sums 
so apportioned for a State shall, during the fiscal year for which they are orig- 
inally appropriated, be available only for grants for approved projects located 
in that State, or sponsored by that State or some public agency thereof but located 
in an adjoining State, and thereafter any portion of such sums which remains 
unexpended or unobligated by reason of the absence of projects eligible for 
approval or for any other reason, shall be redistributed and reapportioned as 
provided in subsection (c) of this section. Upon making an apportionment as 
provided in this subsection, the Secretary of Commerce shall inform the execu- 
tive head of each State, and any public agency which has requested such informa- 
tion, as to the sums apportioned for each State. As used in this subsection the 
term ‘population’ means the population according to the latest decennial census 
of the United States and the term ‘area’ includes both land and water.” 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 9 (d) of such Act is amended to read as 
follows: “All such projects shall be subject to the approval of the Secretary 
of Commerce, which approval shall be given only if, at the time of approval, 
funds are available for payment of the United States share of the allowable 
project costs, and only if he is satisfied that the project will contribute to the 
accomplishment of the purposes of this Act and is of sufficient national impor- 
tance to warrant financial participation by the United States, that sufficient 
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rhe proposed amendment to section 9 (d) would add to the existing provisio! 
of that section a clause providing that projects shall be approved only if they 
are of “sufficient national importance to warrant financial participation by the 


United States.” 


The Department of Commerce believes strongly that these proposed amen 





ments will provide a more effective basis for administering the Federal iid air 
port program, and will assure the maximum national benefit from any Federal 
funds expended thereunder have reached this conclusion as the result of 


a reevaluation of the entire 





basis of li 


ram made by the Department, in part on the 
es recently col nleted h special panels est iblished for that pul 
‘ansportation Council of the Department. Based upon the findings 


of those panels, and of our own review, the Department has concluded that there 
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pose bv the’ 


is justification at this time for continued Federal participation in airport devel 


opment, but that such participation should be concentrated upon airport locations ' 
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ind types ¢ construction which are of greatest importance from a national 


The proposed amendment to section 9 (d), having to do with the approval of 








proposed airport projects, is designed to clarify and make more specific the 
thority of the Department to administer this program in ¢ cordance with the 
nee emphasis indicated above While the discretionary authority granted 
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f nobligated funds is related to the amendment in section 9 (d) discussed 
e It tended to make it clear that the absence of sufficient projects 
| for approval might result in an unobligated ba ance of funds apportioned 
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0a given State, thereby requiring reapportionment of such fun 


The other change proposed in section 6 (a), reducing fro1 7) percent to 50 
percent the percentage of future appropriations which must be apportioned 
yng the States in accordance with a statutory formula, is required as an ad 
ditional aspect of our overall effort to concentrate this program in accordance 


h national needs. Under this amendment, the discretionary fund which could 





e spent without regard to specific apportionment formula would be increased 

!'F percent » 50 percent By ( ling in the or act the ] 2 I 
ent discretionary fund, the Congress re nized the need in this am for 
lexibility to depart from a rig raphical distribution of Federal funds 





However, on the basis of actual e3 





ce, and in vie of the increased emphasis 


ich the Department proposes for projects of clear national importance, an in- 





ease in the discretionary fund to 50 percent is now required 
The fact is that the apportionment formula prescribed by the Federal Airport 
\ has not had a very close relationship to the geog al distribution of 
rport dey ( ment needs I ict n the ve ogram, it 
s doubtful whether any rigid formula could provide on a cont 1 dis 
tribution of funds that would be closely related to the patter t urgent 
needs The rapid changes in the design and performance of nd the 
expanding uses of aircraft in the economy, result in changing airport require 
ments. Airports vary significantly in size, condition, and in the co f addit ul 
vork required to overcome existing deficiencies The geographie distribution of 
iirport development most urgently needed from a national standpoint is subject 


to considerable change from year to year. If the Federal Government is to be in 
position to relate its expenditures to the changing geographic pattern of high 
priority projects, it needs the increased flexibility that would be provided by a 50 
percent discretionary fund 
The remaining proposed amendment would modify section 2 (a) so as to ex- 
lude terminal buildings from Federal aid, just as hangars are now excluded. 
lerminal buildings are revenue-producing facilities and are therefore most likely 
to be financed without Federal aid. We believe that local communities should 
be expected to finance such development, assuming a sufficient need for a build- 
ing to warrant its construction. Because of the revenue-producing character of 
terminal buildings, it may even be possible in many cases for the communities to 
provide for their financing on a private basis, either through revenue bond issues, 
or by lease agreements with prospective users 
Equally important to our conclusion on this point has been the fact that, by 
excluding airport terminal buildings from the pr 
e to concentrate upon other types of airport developme! 


gram, the Government will be 
t which are of greater 
nee from a Federal standpoint. We refer particularly to the construction 








‘ 
runways, the installation of airport lighting systems, the removal of airport 
azards. and other items of airport development which are required for the 
safetv of civil and military flying, and at the same time have potential value 


from a national defense standpoint 
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Although terminal buildings may how be excluded from Federal-aid participa- 
tion through administrative action under the present law, we feel it appropriate 
to include the above-noted legislative amendment in order to reflect specifically 
in legislation the changed policy which we are proposing. This would establish 
a more clear-cut reorientation of the program than would be accomplished were 


this handled by administrative action alone 

It is pertinent to note that the exclusion of terminal buildings from Federal 
aid was recommended by the Airport Panel of the Departments Transportation 
Council The Airport Panel which prepared this recommendation consisted 
entirely of representatives of various segments of the aviation industry, includ 


ing airport operators, airlines, and general aviation 


In con sion, it should be emphasized that the proposed amendments would 
provide for greater flexibility in the allocation of grant funds and otherwise 
fa he ¢ luct of the program, thereby making it possible to accomplish 
the j es of the act at a lower annual appropriation rate than would 
otherwise be required, and reducing the overall cost of the program 

In view of the relationship of this proposed legislation to the effective adminis 
tration of a reactivated Federal-aid airport program, it is considered of great 
urgenc) Accordingly, it is hoped that its consideration by the Congress can 


be expedited to the extent possible. Your cooperation in this matter will be 
greatly appreciated 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that this proposed legislation is in 
accord with the program of the President 
Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS. 
Secretary of Commerce. 


The Federal Airport Act, which was originally enacted in 1946, 
has been amended on numerous occasions. | believe it would facili- 
tate the committee’s consideration of the present amendments if I 
insert in the hearing record the text of the Federal Airport Act as 
amended to date. 

This text was prepared for the committee by the General Counsel 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, and shows the various 
amendments to the act. 

(The text of the Federal Airport Act, as amended to date, is as 
follows:) 


THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT, AS AMENDED’ 


(Public Law 377, 79th Cong., approved May 13, 1946; 
60 Stat. 170; 49 U. 8. C. 1101) 


SHortT TITw! 
Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the “Federal Airport Act.” 
PROVISIONS OF GENERAL APPLICATION 
DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 2. (a) As used in this Act 
(1) “Administrator” means the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 

2) “Airport” means any area of land or water which is used, or intended 
for use, for the landing and take-off of aircraft, and any appurtenant areas 
which are used, or intended for use, for airport buildings or other airport facili- 
ties or rights-of-way, together with all airport buildings and facilities located 
thereon 

(3) “Airport development” means (A) any work involved in constructing, 
improving, or repairing a public airport or portion thereof, including the con- 
struction, alteration, and repair of airport administrative buildings and the 
removal, lowering, relocation, and marking and lighting of airport hazards, and 
(B) any acquisition of land or of any interest therein, or of any easement 
through or other interest in air space, which is necessary to permit any such 


t Includes all amendments up to May 15, 1954 New and changed matter shown in italic, 
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work or to remove or mitigate, or prevent or limit the establishment of, airport 
hazards; but such term does not include the construction, alteration, or repair 
of airport hangars. 

(4) “Airport hazard” means any structure or object of natural growth located 
on or in the vicinity of a public airport, or any use of land near such airport, 
which obstructs the air space required for the flight of aircraft in landing or 
taking-off at such airport or is otherwise hazardous to such landing or taking 
off of aircraft. 

(5) “Project” means a project for the accomplishment of airport develop- 
ment with respect to-a particular airport. 

(6) “Project costs” means any costs involved in accomplishing a project under 
this Act, including those of making field surveys, preparation of plans and 
specifications, supervision and inspection of construction work, procurement 
of the accomplishment of such work by contract, and acquisition of land or 
interests therein or easements through or other interests in air space, and also 
including administrative and other incidental costs incurred specifically in con- 
nection with the accomplishment of a project, and which would not have been 
incurred otherwise. 

(7) “Public agency” means the United States Government or any agency there 
of; a State, the Territory of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, or Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands,’ or an agency of any of them; a municipality or other 
political subdivision ; or a tax-supported organization. 

(8) “Public airport” means any airport which is used or to be used for public 
purposes, under the control of a public agency, the landing area of which is 
publicly owned. 

(9) “Sponsor” means any public agency which, either individually or jointly 
with one or more other public agencies, submits to the Administrator.“ in accord- 
ance with this Act, an application for a grant of funds for airport development. 

(10) “United States share” means that portion of the project costs of ap- 
proved projects under this Act which is to be paid from appropriations made 
under authority of this Act. 

(11) “Military and naval aircraft” means aircraft owned and operated by 
the United States Army, the United States Navy, the United States Coast Guard, 
or the United States Marine Corps. 

(12) “State” means a State of the United States or the District of Columbia. 


AIRPORT CLASSIFICATIONS 


(b) For purposes of this Act, a project shall be considered one for develop- 
ment of an airport of a certain class if upon completion of the airport develop- 
ment proposed, the airport so developed would be properly classifiable as of that 
class according to the airport classification standards of the Administrator 
stated in Civil Aeronautics Administration Bulletin “Airport Design” dated 
April 1, 1944. 

NATIONAL AIRPORT PLAN 


FORMULATION OF PLAN 


Sec. 3. (a) The Administrator * is hereby authorized and directed to prepare, 
and revise annually, a national plan for the development of public airports in 
the United States, including the Territory of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, 
and Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.2 Such plan shall specify, in terms of 
general location and type of development, the projects considered by the Admin- 
istrator “ to be necessary to provide a system of public airports adequate to 
anticipate and meet the needs of civil aeronautics. In formulating and revising 
such plan, the Administrator ™ shall take into account the needs of both air com- 
merce and private flying, the probable technological developments in the science 
of aeronautics, the probable growth and requirements of civil aeronautics, and 
such other considerations as he may deem appropriate, and shall, to the extent 





? Italicized words added by Public Law 486, 80th Cong., approved April 17, 1948 (62 
Stat. 1738 


All authority originally vested in the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics by the 
Federal Airport Act was transferred to the Secretary of Commerce by 1950 Reorganization 
Plan No. 5, effective May 24, 1950, 15 F. R. 3174, 64 Stat. 1263 (5 U. S. C. 591. note) 
Accordingly, the terms ‘‘Administrator” and “Administrator of Civil Aeronautics” should 


be considered as having been changed to “Secretary of Commerce” wherever used in the 
Federal Airport Act with the exception of secs. 2 (a) (1) and 2 (b). 
* Italicized words added by Public Law 486, supra, note 2. 








6 AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


feasible, consult, and give consideration to the views and recommendations of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, the States, the Territories, and Puerto Rico and 
the | yin Islands nd their political subdivisions, and shall, to the extent 





feasil consult, and give consideration to the views and recommendations of, 
the Federal Communications Commission, and shall make all reasonable efforts 
to cooperate with that Com! mn for the purpose of eliminating, preventing, 
n zing airport | rds « sed by « tru n or operation of any radio 
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appropriation, shall be available to the Administrator “ for necessary planning 
: to the administration of 


and research and for administrative expenses incident 
this Act in the several States: except that if 5 per centum of the appropriation 


for any fiscal year is less than $3,500,000, or if there is no appropriation for su h 





fiscal year, not to exceed $3,500,000 in the egate may be made available to 
the Administrator," for such fiscal year, for ch planning and research and 


ive expenses. Any amounts made available to the Administrator 
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for such planning and research and 
for purposes of determining the amounts available for grants for projects in 


the several States 


administrative expenses shall be deducted 
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tively, shall be available to pay the United States share of the allowable project 


costs of such approved projects therein as the Administrator “ may deem most 
appropriate for carrying out the national airport plan 


CONDITION PRECEDENT TO DEVELOPMENT OF LARGER AIRPORTS 


Sec. &. At least tivo months prior to the close of eae h fiscal year, the Admin- 
istrator “ shail submit to the Congress a request for authority to make grants, 


during the two fiscal years immediately following the fiscal year in which such 





est is submitted to the Congress, for those of the projects for the development 
of class 4 and larger airports included in the current revision of the national air- 
n during that period, and for 


chich grants have not previously heen au orized as provided herein, together 





port plan which, in his opinion, should be undertalk 





vith an estimate of the Federal funds required to pay the United States share of 
the allowable project costs of such deve ypment Provided, Thata grant or grants 


of funds for the development of any class 4 or larger airports, in a total amount 


not in excess of S50.000 during any fiscal year, may be n ade without prior sub- 


a request for and Grant of authorit pursuant to this section In de- 
termining what development to include in such a request, the Administrator ™ 
shall consider, among other things, the relative aeronautical need for and urgency 

all such development included in the plan and the -elihood of securing satis- 


wctory sponsorship of projects for the accomplishment of such airport develop- 
f tny subsequent appropriation of funds pursuant to sectio 5 of this Act 
hall be deemed to grant the authoritu requested. unless a contrary intent shall 
have been manifested by the Congress by law or by concurrent resolution No 
grant of funds in excess of $50,000 in any one fiscal year for development of any 


class 4 or large r airport shall be made unless authorized as provided herein 
SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL OF PROJECTS 
SUBMISSION 


Sec. 9% (a) Subject to the provisions of subsections (b) and (c) of this see 


tion, any public agency, or two or more public agencies acting jointly, may sub 
mit to the Administrator “ a project application in such form, and containing 


ich supporting information, as may be prescribed by the Administrator ind 
etting forth the airport development proposed to be undertaken. No project ap 
plication shall propose airport development other than that included in the tl 
current revision of the national airport plan formulated by the Administrator 
under this Act, and all such proposed development shall be in a dance W 
tandards established by the Administrator,” including standards for site i 
tion, airport layout, grading, drainage, seeding, paving, lighting, and ety of 


pproaches 


PPLICATION PUBLIC AGEN( S WIHIOSE POW 5 ARE LIMITED BY \ I 

b) Nothing in this Act shall authorize the sul is n of a project application 
y any municipality or other publi g vhich j bject the iny 
state the sub m of such project application by su mu val I het 

ic agency is prohibited bv the law of s i State 


APPLICATIONS BY FEDERAL AGENCIES 


(c) Nothing in this Act shall authorize the submission of a project applica 





tion by the United States or any agency thereof, except in the project 
in the Territory of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, Puerto Virgin 
rt Section rewritter vy Public Law 445. SIst Cor pp ed Feb. 9 1950 64 
T t i ll tion new [ hs ‘ At ] t > mont 

! lose of ¢ ] ‘ he A I ha t ( rec 
ithority to lertake during the next fiscal vear those 0 for t I 
ent f lass 4 and larger rpor neluded the then t of i il 
port in f d by him | MI | 1 be unde I 

that f t ether l te « ‘ vis re ! >] t 

United States share of the allowable roject sts of h project In determining which 
projects to inelude in such a request, tl \ nistrato 1 consider among other tl 3 
aeronautical need for and urgency of the projects included in the plan ar the 
of securin satisfactory ponsorship of ch projects I ranting ' funds 
after may be appropriated to pay the United States share of allowable projects 
1g the next fiscal year, the Administrator 1 \ nsider ich appropriatior s 
1e authority requested unless a contrary intent hall ha heen manif ad by 





ss by law or by concurrent resolution, and no such grants shall be made unless so 
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Tslands,” or in, or in close proximity to, a national park, or national recreation 
, ' 
mOnU)? oO? a national fores 


I ibject to the approval of the Administra 





(ad \ I sna H l e¢ 
roval sh be given or if, at the time of approval, funds are 
oh hle for vyment of the T ted States share of the allowable project costs 
i ‘ ed that the project will contribute to the accomplishment 
of e ] ( 3 of AY that sufficient funds are available for that portion 
of proj osts which is not to be paid by the United States under this Act 
{ tie be complete thout undue lelay tha the publie agence, 
‘ | l ( project application have legal authority 
‘ ! e airport development as proposed, and that all project sponsor 
( ents prescribed or under the authority of this Act have been 
N s] be approved by the Administrator “ with respect 
t ! pu c age 0d title, satisfactory to the Admini 
! ng are rport or the site therefor, or gives assur 
he Administrat that such title will be acquired 
ARINGS 
Project applications be matters of public record in the office of 
the A Al | ize! person, association, firm or corpora 
9 1 ntia : e disposition of any application by the 
‘ t I y file with the Administrator “ a memorandum in support 
! t and any such agency, person, associa 
ce I ha ( corded, upon request, a public hearing with 
! ( ‘ ic f ar lirport the development of which is proposed 
Ad tor i1uthorized to prescribe regulations governing such publi 
wh 1 itions may prescribe a reasonable time within which 
r f ! ( earings all be made and such other reasonable require 
é I e necessary to avoid undue delay in disposing of project appl 
I ITED STATES SHARE OF PROJECT Costs 
GENERAL PROVISION 
- 1) Exce i in subsections (b), (ce) and (d)” of this 
S¢ United Sta payable on account of any approved project 





smaller air 


under t Act shall be 
‘ m4 1 * 








1 he case of a project for the development of a class 3 or 
port yy entum of the a vable project costs of the project 
n t ise of a project for the development of a class 4 or larger ait 
he a rleé project costs of the project (not to exceed 
he Admil atol may deem appropriate for carrying if 
he prov of this Ac 
PROJ E¢ S IN PUBLIC LAND STATES 
I ( ny State containing unappropriated and unreserved public 
nd nontax Indian lands (individual and tribal) exceeding 5 per 
Administ ( \ tl 
\ Secretary ( ( 1950 Reor ic 
M me eR G41 St 12¢ TS ¢. 591. note 
\ 4 \ ; ¢ ¢ Aeronaut } 
¢ S Com? ( here on t 
| \ } f secs, 2 nd 2 (b) 
] ( ] Pp | QF « , 
: ( I I 163 sup note 6, in lieu of the 
f ry r reat i ational monument r a 
t I ( t e! t deleted tl \ l ind” immediately follow 
‘ ) l lL by Pul I 227. 81 Cor ipproved t 15 
49 (¢ t leleted | ( f to rece ize effect of Publ Law 912 Cong 
J it 64 8S t 1237). which deleted s ection (d) of the orivinal 
\ } lo the extent that tl project costs of an approved project 
! ril ] 1 o terests th or easements through or other 
space, the United States share (1) in the case of a project for the develop 
clas r mall airport, shall be 25 per centum of the allowable costs of such 
( I ind (2) in the case of a project for the development of a class 4 or large: 
i be not to exceed 25 per centum of the allowable costs of such acquisition.” 
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centum of the total area of all lands therein, the United States’ share under 
subsection (a)(1), and the maximum United States’ share under subsection 
(a) (2), shall be increased by whichever is the smaller of the following percent 
ages thereof: (1) 25 per centum, or (2) a percentage equal to one-half the 
percentage that the area of all such lands in such State is of its total area 


( IN ALASKA AND lit RGIN ISLANDS 


(c) The United States’ share payable on account of any approved project in 
the Territory of Alaska and the Virgin Islands shall be such portion of the 
allowable project costs of the proje¢ not less than 50 per centum in the case 
‘ ‘ ss 5 01 iller airpor and m to exceed 7 per centum in tl Cast 

e Administrator may deem appropriate for 
carrying out the provisions of this Act. 


f an airport of any class) as ft 





I Al \ VO HI IN ITY 1 Lit 
( lo / l¢ t that the ] j f j Lj j [ / , 
ost talla h sity ir 
} ] td j ] \’ j 
‘ ] thre eer 
P Ss ir 

Sec. 11. As ondition prece val of a | is A 
the Adi ) h rece l ct i I neg {isi ory to 
tl 

(1) the airp ) cl] é re es for ] Cc use 
fair and re niable terms and withot ul st di 

(2) sucl rport and all facil es el Lor ¢ re ( ere 
ibly perated dn n } it! er I ( 1 fl } 

(3) the aerial approaches to such airport will be j ely eared and } 
tected by removing, lowering, relocatil arking, « ighting or otherwis 
gating existing airport hazards and by preventing the establishment o1 LO} 
of future airport hazards 

(4) all the facilities of the developed with Federal aid and all those 
usable for the landing and ft wi b ble to the 1 d 
States for use by military and naval aircraft in Common witl her aircraft at 
all times without charge, except, if the use by m and naval aircraft sha 


be substantial, a reasonable share, proportional to such use, of the cost of ope 








ating and maintaining the facilities so used ; 

(5) the airport operator or owner will furnish to any civil agency of the Gov 
ernment, without charge (except for light, heat, i or service, and sin 11 
facilities and services at the reasonable cost thereof), s mace in airport |! d 
ings as may be reasonably adequate for use in connection with any air traffi 
control activities, or weather-reporting activities and communications act e 
related to air traffic control, which such agency may deem it necessary to estab 
lish and maintain at the airport; 

(6) all project accounts and records will be kept in accordance with a standard 
system of accounting prescribed by the Administrator after consultation wit 
appropriate publie agencies 

(7) the airport operator r owner will submit to the Admit ifor such 

nnual or spe l airport financia nd oper: ns reports as the Administrator 
may re¢ nably request ; and 

(8) the airport and all airport records will be available for specti by a 
duly authorized agent of the Administrator “ upon reasonable request 

To insure compliance with this section, the Administrator sha prescribe 
such project sponsorship requirements, consistent with the terms of is Act 
he may deem necessary Among other ste ps to ins e such ¢ ny} ince the \ 
ministrator is authorized to enter into contracts with publie agencies, on be 
half of the United States 

1 Heading cl ed by codifier to include reference to the Virgin Island 

22 Italicized words added by Public Law 486, supra, note 2 

23 Heading supplied by codifier 

This subsection added by Public Law 227 pra, note 20. Designatior n 
codifier from “(e)" to “*(d)” to recognize deletion of ibsection ) | P Law 91 


supra, note 20 
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pre t the Administrator,“ on behalf of the United 


“ ‘ to tl r « | of e project an offer to pay 
1 State re of the vable ] ect costs of such project. Any such 
| | ar biject to 1 conditions, as the Admin 
at ‘ >n the ments of tl Act nd tl 
ed thet Each su ffer sha tate a definite amount 
um ob on of t United States payable from funds appropriated 
ty of tl Let n tipulate the obligations to be assumed 
nsor or nsors of rojer If and when any such offer is accepted 
by the s} I nsors to wh t is made, such offer and accept- 
( rise a QI { res ent cons uting an obligation of the United 
‘ nsors so accepting nd thereafter the amount 
aces ed offer . <imum obligatic of the United States 
f reement sl l not be increased by more han 10 per centum 
| ( j n < | gran res nt has been executed with respect to a pro 
‘ ted States s not pay r be obligated to pay, any portion of the 
ch have been or may be incurred in carrying out that project. 
4 | r ( S 


SF Mexcey is p cle n section 14, the United State hall not pay, or 

















g » | i I ( I ppropria i to irry tC the provisions ot 

Act ! port fap ( urred in carrying t a project unless 

I tor S ce I ed that sucl st is nllowable \ project 

1 t iS nm necessar ost ineurred in accomplishing airy t development in 
i ! nd cif ” ) project and 

! ( al ¢ i I ( i Z vreel ht ente d into in connection 
nceurred subsequent to the exeeution of the grant agreement with 

t tot project nd in connection with airport development accomplished 

ect after t eX It I f such g nt agreement Provided, how- 

I the O ble costs of a project may include any necessary costs of 

he project neluding those of field surveys and the preparation 

Necj tiol ( I { f quiring land or interests therein 

‘ 3; throug r other interest n air space, and including any necessary 
] ! t ve or other incident: ( s inc ed by the sponsor specifically 

( 1 on with tl ( plishment of ft] project, which wo ld not have 
ni irred othe v hic were incurred subsequent to the enactment of 

\ na 

reasonab n amount, in the opinion of the A nistrator:“" Pro- 

the Administrator determines that a project cost is unreason- 

nt, | ha i w,as an wwable project cost under this section, only 
} nt of "mines to be reasonable and no proj- 
exces tated in the grant agreement shall be 

he ed to prescribe such regulations, 

ng re i iditing of project costs, as he may 

e¢ ecess to s of this section 
P {} rs 
{dn strat f consultation with the sponsor or spon 

a grant agreement has been entered into, shall determine at 

n what ar nts, 7 ments si b made inder this Act. Pay- 

a grant agreement, in an aggregate amount of not to exreced 90 per 

the United States share of the total estimated allowable project costs 

A riginally ested in the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics by the 
Vet f Secreta of Commerce by 1950 Reorganization 

N M 1, 1950 F. I 174, 64 St 1263 (5 U. S. C. 591, note 

Administraté of ¢ 1 Aeronauties”’ should 

cl ae t s et ( Comme t wherever ised in the 

\ \ ! ft f 2 i (1) and (2) (b) 
] rd d Pul Lav 18 Sist Cong., approved July 25, 1949 (638 
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of the project, may be made from time to time in advance of accomplishment 
of the airport development to which such pay nts relate, provided, that the 
sponsor certify to the Administrator ™ that the aggregate of expenditures to be 
made om such ad nee payments u li not at an time exceed the cost of the 
airport development work which has been performed up to that time, If the 
Administrator * determines at any time that the aggregate amount of payments 
made under a arant agreement exceeds the United States share of the total 
allowable project costs of the project, the United Stat shall be entitled to 
recove such exrcess If the Administrator “ finds that tl irport development 
to which the advance payments relate has not been accomplished within a rea- 
sonable time or such development is not completed, the United States shall be 
entitled to recover such part of such advance payment for which the United 
States received no benefit. Payments under a grant agreement shall be made 
to such official or officials or depository, authorized by law to receive: public 
funds, as may be designated by the sponsor or sponsors entitled to such pay- 


so 28 
NLENTS 


PERFORMANCE OF CONSTRUCTION WORK 
REGULATIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR * 


ec. 15. (a) The construction work on any approved prceject shall be sub- 
ject to inspection and approval by the Administrator “ and in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by him. Such regulations shall require such cost and 
progress reporting by the sponsor or sponsors of such project as the Adminis- 
trator “ shall deem necessary. No such regulation shall have the effect of alter- 
ing any contract in connection with any project entered into without actual 
notice of the regulation. 


MINIMUM RATES OF WAGES 





(b) All contracts in excess of $2,000” for work on projects approved under 
this Act which involves labor shall contain provisions establishing min im 


rates of wages, to be predetermined by the Secretary of Labor, which contractors 
shall pay to skilled and unskilled labor, and such minimum rates shall be stated 
in the invitation for bids and shall be included in proposals or bids for the work. 


OTHER PROVISIONS AS TO LABOR 


(ec) All contracts for work on proj 





cts approved under this Act which involves 
labor shall contain such provisions as are necessary to insure (1) that no convict 
labor shall be employed; and (2) that in the employment of labor (except in 
executive, administrative, and supervisory positions), preference shall be given, 
where they are qualified, to individuals who have served as persons in the mili- 
tary service of the United States (as defined in section 101 (1) of the Soldiers’ 
and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940), and who have been honorably discharged 
from such service: Provided, That such preference shall apply only where such 
labor is available and qualified to perform the work to which the employment 
relates. 











'This Section rewritten by Public Law 224, Sist Cong., approved Aug. 12, 1949 (63 
Stat. 603), replacing original Section reading as follows “Sec 14. The Administrator, 
ifter consultation with the sponsor or sponsors with which a grant agreement has been 
entered into, shall determine at what tin and in what ar ints, payments shall be made 
under this Act The aggregate of such iyments at any t with respect to part lar 
project shall not exceed a percentage of the project costs of the airport developme hich 
has been performed up to that time (and which the sponsor or sponsors to which the pay- 
ments are to be m » certify to have been performed in accordance with the ved 
plans and specificatic for such project equal to the percentage of the allowable | ect 
costs of the project determined to be the United States share of such costs and the 
Administrator shall determine at any time that the ggregate of such payments ceeds 
the United States share of the allowable project costs of ch project the United States 
shall be entitled to recover such excess Such payments shall be made to such official or 
officials or depository, authorized by law to receive public funds, as may be designated 


by the sponsor or sponsors entitled to such payments.” 
77 Italicized matter added by Public Law 187, Sist Cong., approved July 26, 1949 (63 
Stat. 480) 








. ( Whenever the Administrato1 determines that use of any lands 


by the United States is reasonably necessary for carrying 
nd s Act, or for the operation of any public airport, he shall 
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deemed contractual obligations of the United States, payable as hereinafter 
provided. 


APPROPRIATIONS AND PAYMENTS 

















(¢ There are hereby authorized to be approy died such amounts as may be 
necessa to enable the A inistrato? to make payments as provided r in 
this section to public agencies, either upon com tion of the rehal fatio or 
repair involved, or as such rehabilitation or repair p) esses. it being ' 
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I I i¢ ON MAKING OF CERTIFICATION 


( \ tification pursuant to this section with respect to a request submit- 





the dat of enactment of this subsection (ercept a sup 
laine tification of the amount by which the actual cost of accomplished 
rehal tion or repair exceeds the amount of a prior certification which was 
ha n the estimated cost of such rehabilitation or repair) shall be made to 
; Congress after a date one year from the expiration of the pe riod pre scribed 
g ittal of such request 
REPORTS TO CONGRESS 
Ss i8. On or before the third day of January of each year the Administrator ™ 
s] make a report to the Congress describing his operations under this Act dur- 


the preceding fiscal year, including detailed statements of the airport devel- 
opment accomplished, the status of each project undertaken, the allocation of 





apy priations, and itemized statements of expenditures and receipts, and setting 
forth his recommendations, if any, for legislation amending or supplementing 
+} \ 

ti 


FALSE STATEMENTS 


Sec. 19. Any officer, agent, or employee of the United States, or any officer, 
agent, or employee of any public agency, or any person, association, firm, or 
corporation who shall knowingly make any false statement, false representation, 
or false report as to the character, quality, quantity, or cost of the material used 
f the work performed or to be performed 


or to be sed, or the quantity or quality o 
or the costs thereof, in connection with the submission of plans, maps, specifi- 


























1 f 17 } 1 " A 1 r A } nsidered vy the 
S filed prior to J 1. 1951 he Secret shall e no certification 
( I er J 1, 1952, of tl tua tin d cost of such rehabilitation or 
epeals by Public Law 105, supra, note 29, which 

] t llowing pI 
Not tanding the } o of the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
19 1 ) it Oo ‘ d) of section 17 of the Federal 
4 e § et ( thori to consider pursuant to tl aid 
~ 17 request for reir rsement of the cost of rehabilitation or repair of a 
publie port, which is submitt to him within six months following the effective date 
of ( ‘ ha t ! me requ ent he said subsection 
1) had ee om bsequent to June 30, 1951, and prior to the effective 

: ~e 
rt bse n W le I ec Law ne 2! Entire section was 
I d by Publ La +0, 8Oth Cong., approve 1948 (62 Stat. 1111), replacing 
l m readir foll s 
REIMBI EME) FOR DAMAGE Y FEDERAL AGENCIES TO PUBLIC AIRPORTS 
UBMISSION DETERMINATION OF CLAIMS 

Sr 17 nbursement shall be made to public agencies, as provided in this 
section, for the sary rehabilitation or repair of public airports heretofore or hereafter 
substant ed by any Federal ency The Administrator is authorized on behalf 
of the I ed § to consider, ascertain, adjust and determine in accordance with regu- 
latio he shall prescribe pu ul to this section, any claim submitted by any public 
agency for reimbursement of the cost of nece ry rehabilitation or repair of a public 





1irport, under the control or management of such public agency, substantially damaged 
by any Federal ¢ 














Cr If I OF CLAIMS O CONGRESS 
rae Such amount as may be four to be due to any claimant under this section shall 
be certified by the Administrator to Congress as a clain ainst the United States, and 
appropriations for payment of such claims are herel authorized to be made Such cer 
tification shall it de a } ment of the cl ter of each claim, the amount 
( me int he I ill< ( 
“ELIMI 10 UBMISSION OF CLAIMS 
‘(c) No claim shall be considere by the Administrator ] suant to this section unless 
S h « } bee presented to him withir x month after the occurrence of the damage 
upon which the el n is | ed, exe t that in case of dar re caused by operations of a 
1 I I e od ng } | he iw in tv davs after 
te n of the 
\ ty originally v dministrator of Civil Aeronautics by the 
Feder \ ort Act was transf cretary of Commerce by 1950 Reorganization 





] 3174, 64 Stat. 1 U. S. C. 591, nate). 
Accordingly, the terms “Administrator” and ‘Administrator of Civil Aeronautics” should 
! been changed to “Secretary of Commerce” wherever used in the 

2 1) and (2) (b) 








Ie I Airport Act with the exception of secs. 2 (a) ( 
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cations, contacts, or estimates of project costs for any project submitted to the 
Administrator “ for approval under this Act, or shall knowingly make any false 
statement, false representation, or false report or claim for work or materials 
for ally project approved by the Administrator “ under this Act, or shall know 
ingly make any false statement or false representation in any report required 
to be made under this Act, with the intent to defraud the United States shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be punished by imprisonment for not to exceed five 
years or by a fine of not to exceed $10,000, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 


EXISTING AIRPORT PROGRAMS 


Sec. 20. Nothing in this Act Shall affect the Carrying out of the program for 
the development of public landing areas necessary for national defense, author 
ized by the Department of Commerce Appropriation Act, 1946, or the program 
for the development of civil landing areas, authorized by the First Supplemental 
National Defense Appropriation Act, 1944, which programs shall be additional 
to the Federal-aid airport program authorized by this A¢ 

S. 38410, if enacted, would change the Federal Airport Act as 
amended in several respects, First, the bill would restrict the term 
“airport development,” as defined in section 2 (a) (3) of the present 
Federal Airport Act, by specifically excluding therefrom the con 
struction, alteration, or repair of airport terminal buildings. 

Secondly, 8. 8410 would amend section 6 (a) of the present Federal 
Airport _ so as to decrease the percentage of available funds re 
quired to be apportioned among the sever: al States from 75 percent 
to 50 percent, with the result that the dise retionary fund to be — 
cated as the Secretary may deem most appropriate would be increased 
from 25 percent to 50 percent. 

Thirdly, S. 3410 would add clarifying language to section 6 (a) of 
the present lederal Airport Act which prov ides for the redistribution 
and reapportionment of appropriated funds not obligated during the 
fiscal year for which they are appropriated. The change here pro 
osed by S. 3410 would specifically recognize the fact that unobligated 
‘eccalit may result from “the absence of projects eligible for ap 
proval” in any given State, as well as from other factors. 

The amendments here under consideration are the product, I am 
advised, of nearly a year of intense study of the present Federal Ait 
port Act and its past a ceaidletent ion. During the course of this study 
the Airport Panel of the Transportation Council of the Department 
of Commerce prepared a comprehensive report on the national air 
port program. This report was presented to the Senate by Senator 
McCarran on February 3, 1954, and printed as Senate Document 
No. 9 D. 

Since the report is available as a Senate document, I will not make 
it part of the committee hearing record, but I will place it in the files 
of the committee for reference. 

During the testimony this morning of the representative from the 
Department of Commerce, I hope that he will comment on the extent 
to which the amendments to the act proposed by S. 3410 follow the 
recommendations of the airport panel as set forth on pages 1 and 2 
of the Summary of Specific Findings and Conclusions attached to 
the report. 

Senator McCarran was the sponsor of the original Federal Airport 
Act in 1946. The subcommittee notified him of this hearing and 
invited him to testify. Unfortunately, Senator McCarran is out of 
the city, but he has given me a letter which was written in Reno, Nev., 
on May 17, 1954. Senator McCarran is opposed to S. 3410. I will 
read the letter and ask that it be made a part of the hearing record. 
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RENO, Nev., May 17, 1954. 





Cc) ma Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
I Ntates : ) [ | naton. D. ¢ 
DEAR S ‘ ‘I s to record my opposition to the bill S. 3410, to amend 
( ns 2 6 ), f 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended, which 
| ‘ face ilu i d bill ind, unfortunately, not all the prob- 
. in t ( erce Dey tment offi 
, . / ; imit - } 
} Ne ‘ ( ree \ uld bye é ithorit to legis 
el f f for the making tirport grants which 
( ‘ on the Secretar 
| ! ‘ ¢ r the crits i are to be effective merely 
! ( gain individual rants are to be measured, 
il airport p 
‘ ear wha 
n mind int regard. Congress, not the Secretary of Com- 
x oe) f , wrt pla S 
110, se 9 e Federal Airport Act would be amended to 
f Cor erce d retionar iuthority to turn down any air 
tl I nd tha f t “satisfied” that the project “is 
f ff nf nationa my} rrance Section 6 1) of the Federa Airport Act 
} mended « = ft rT le t} ims apportioned to a State shall be 
e for project grants within the State only during the fiscal year for 
vil pproy ted, and i any portion of such sums “which 
doy hy te | eas f tl bsen if proiects eligible 
f or for any other 1 emphasis supplied] shall be redistributed 
11 ! ned provided in subsec ! ) of this section.” The reappor- 
vided » let the monevs f into the discretionary fund. Thus 
] ! 1 ! ly to refuse any grants on the basis 
t sat ed the 1 re of sufficient national importance, whereupon 
f the fiseal vear the @7 t would fa nto reapportionment and half 
»into the etionary fund 
I s etary sl d have been frank with the Congress in proposing this 
] bv stating the crite ’ } } 3 proposed to « yblist 
In his letter, the Secretary of Commerce points out that terminal buildings 
may 1 be excluded from Federal-aid participation through administrative 
actior inder the present law, but says he feels it “appropriate to include the 
hove-noted legislative amendment in order to reflect specifically in legislation 
ed policy whiel we are proy ing.”’ It would pnear the Secretary 
does not h to accept responsibility for exercising discretion in this regard 
( ef he matter open be e it was felt that terminal buildings should 
not all cases be excluded from airport projects. The change proposed by 
the Secretary of Commerce would make the law more inflexible, yet one of the 
virtues of this act is the flexibilitv C ngress built into it 


The Secretary in his letter has “emphasized” that the amendments he pro- 
poses “would provide for greater flexibility in the allocation of grant funds 
and otherwise facilitate the conduct of the program, thereby making it possible 
0 accomplish the objectives of the act” cheaper than otherwise. In my view, 
exibility would be increased only to the extent of broadening and unfettering 
the discretion of the Secretary In the face of recent developments which indi- 
cate a tendency on the part of at least certain high officials of the Department 
of Commerce to sabotage the Federal Airport Program, I think Congress should 
be extremely chary of abdicating its authority in this way. 

There is no doubt that enactment of S. 3410 would make fundamental changes 
in the philosophy of the Federal Airport Act, and would make possible still 
greater changes in the direction and scope of its administration. Undoubtedly 
these changes would be along the lines of the desires of the present administra- 
ion of aviation matters in the Commerce Department I do not believe these 
changes would be along the lines of the desires of a majority of the Members of 
the Senate. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 





PAT McCarRAn 
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Senator Bricker. We have here a number of letters, one of them 
dated May 21, 1954, signed by James H. Douglas, Under Secretary 
of the Air Force, directed to me, which we will make a part of the 
record: likewise, a letter directed to me under date of May 18, 1954, 
from Chan Gurney, Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board; and a 
telegram from Robert Aldrich, director ot the Minneapolis st. Paul 
\irport Commission directed to me under date May ¥5, Stating that 
Mr. Fred Glass will represent the Commission. Mr. Glass is here 

I also have a letter from Max Karant, assistant eeneral manage! 
of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association. 

We will make all of those a part of the record. 

(The communications referred to are as follows :) 

Sr. PAuL, MINN., May 23, 1954 
Senator JOHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington ip 

Re your letter May 21 reference your committee hearings on Federal airport 
aid commencing May 24 and your kind invitation to testify, may I say in the in 
terest of saving your committee it’s vaiuable time and to prevent unnecessary 
duplication that Fred Glass, president of the Airport Operators Council will rep 
resent us and can give all pertinent information that we could. Some members 
Minnesota delegation may wish to inform the committee of their concern with 
the national airport system. Thank you again for your kind invitation 

RoBerT ALDRK 
Eaecutive Director, Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Airpor 


Commission 


Hon. JOHN W. BrickER 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Commi 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR BRICKER: Thank you for your May 20 letter advising us of the 
time you have set aside on May 24 for Mr. J. B. Hartranft to submit his testimony 
on S. 3410, the bill to amend the Federal Airport Act 

We have been attempting to locate Mr. Hartranft in order to finalize AOVPA’s 
position in this matter. However, he is out of the city, and it appears now that 
he will not be able to get back in time for the appearance for which you have him 
scheduled 

Much as I regret having to do this, Iam afraid I must ask if you would be good 
enough to defer the receipt of AOPA’s position and comments until we are able 
to coordinate the matter, not only with our staff, but also with a representativ 
group of our members. As you know, this a matter of great concern to all whi 
fly civil aircraft in the United States 

Your continued cooperation will be greatly appreciated 

Sincerely, 
Max KARAN1 
{ssistant General Manage 


Civin AFRONAUTICS BOARD 
Washington 25, May 18, 1954 
Hon. JoHN W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C 

Dear SENATOR Bricker: This is in response to your letter of May 7, 1954 
requesting a report on 8S. 3410, a bill to amend sections 2 (a), 6 (a), and 9 (d) 
of the Federal Airport Act, as amended. 

S. 3410 is designed to change the Federal Airport Act in three respects. First, 
the bill would amend that act by excluding terminal buildings from the term 
“airport development,” thereby placing beyond the purview of the act the con 
struction, alteration, or repair of such terminal buildings. Secondly, it would 


amend section 6 (a) of the act so as to decrease the percentage of availa 
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funds required to be apportioned among the several States from 7D percent to 
50 percent, with the result that the discretionary fund to be allocated as the 
Administrator may deem most appropriate is increased from 25 percent to 90 
percent. Thirdly, the bill would amend section 9 (d) of the act to require that 
the Secretary of Commerce shall be satisfied that the project “is of sufficient 
nationa importance to warrant financial participation by the United States” as 
| standard to be considered by him in the administration of the act. 
cy created by the Congress to administer the quasi-legislative and 


1asi-judicial provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act, the Board has a general 





iterest in the adequacy and safety of airports and airport facilities used by 
common carriers by air However, the administration of the Federal Airport 
Act is a tter exclusively within the purview of the Secretary of Commerce 
and the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, and the Board has no comment to 
offer on matters concerning the details and administration of the act. The elim 
n on of te nal buildings from the act’s coverage, the increase in discretion 

y funds, and the provision of a statutory standard for the guidance of the 
Secretary in selecting projects, are matters of detail and administration in the 
Boa pinion 

ACCO civ, the Board has no comment to offer on S. 3410 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
m f this report and that the legislation is in accordance with the program 


f the President 


. } 
sincerely vours, 


CHAN GURNEY 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
Washington, May 21, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Fore gn Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

DbeAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the comments 

the Department of Defense on S. 3410, a bh fo amend sections 2 (a), 6 (a), 
and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended.” The Secretary of Defense 
has delegated to this Department the responsibility for presenting the views of 
the Department of Defense on this legislation 

The bill, if enacted, would restrict the term “Airport Development,” as defined 
in section 2 (a) (8) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended, by specifically 
excluding therefrom the construction, alteration, or repair of airport terminal 
buildings. Section 2 of S. 3410 would amend section 6 (a) of the act by decreas- 
ing from 75 per centum to 50 per centum the amount of any appropriation, made 
under section 5 (b) of the act, available for apportionment for project grants 
in the several States Moreover, sections 2 and 3 of the bill would transfer 
authority to apportion such funds, as well as to approve projects, from the 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics to the Secretary of Commerce. 

The Department of Defense has no objection to the enactment of S. 3410. 

The Department of Defense is unable to estimate the fiscal effects of the pas- 


sy) ser 


sage of such legislation. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ince with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission 
of this report 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES H. Douaias, Under Secretary. 

The CrarrmMan. I have received this morning from Honolulu a tele- 
scram from Mr. Robert B. Murray, Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Transportation, stating that he can’t be here this morning because of 
a previous engagement there, but will be home Tuesday afternoon, 
and hopes to be able to testify Tuesday afternoon or Wednesday. 
He will be given an opportunity to testify either at that time or at 
some subsequent time. 

(The telegram is as follows:) 
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Hono.u.y, T. H., May 24, 1954. 
Hon. JouN BrRIcKER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Speaking commitments here for Maritime Day, Saturday, May 22, arranged 
§ months ago which prevents my being present at hearing on proposed amend- 
ments to Federal Airport Act. Leaving here immediately after speech, coming 
direct to Washington, hoping to arrive there Tuesday noon. Sincerely hope it 
will be possible to appear before your committee in regard to this legislation 
either Tuesday afternoon or Wednesday. 
Rosert B. Murray, Jr., 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. 


The CnatrmMan. The first witness we have scheduled this morning 
is Mr. Charles L. Dearing, Deputy Under Secretary for Transporta- 
tion of the Department of Commerce. You have a prepared state- 
ment, Mr. Dearing? 

Mr. Deartne. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Shall I proceed ? 

The Cuatrman. You may proceed, Mr. Dearing. Do you wish to 
read your statement or present it for the record, and té stify ¢ 

Mr. Dreartne. With your permission, I should like to read it for 
the record. 

The Cuarrman. Goright ahead. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES L. DEARING, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY 
FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY F. B. LEE, ADMINISTRATOR, CIVIL AERONAUTICS 


Secretary Deartne. My name is Charles L. Dearing. I am appear- 
ing in the capacity of Acting Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans- 
portation. 

Under Secretary Murray has asked me to express his regrets that 
he is unable to appear before your committee this morning, to testify 
in support of S. 3410. However, he had a prior commitment outside 
of the country and is not due back in Washington until tomorrow, as 
indicated in the telegram you received, and we will have his testimony 
at that time. 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Secretary Derartna. S. 3410 was drafted by the Department of 
Commerce. It proposes several amendments to the Federal Airport 
Act, designed to assure the most effective administration of the air- 
port-aid program. 

Before discussing the specific provisions of this bill it may be helpful 
to the committee if I review briefly the background which led the 
Department to submit this proposal. 

The Federal Airport Act authorizes a program of grants in aid 
to States and local governments for public airport improvement. This 
legislation, as you all know, was enacted in 1946, at a time when the 
scope and character of postwar civil aviation and of civil-airport 
requirements were necessarily speculative. 

Experience since 1946 has, in several respects, varied from original 
expectations. Commercial air traffic has grown more rapidly than 
was then anticipated. Private flying, on the other said, has not experi- 
enced the postwar boom which was then expected. 
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Another general factor which has affected the development of the 
l-aid airport program is the continuing budgetary strain on 
the Federal Government, in sharp contrast with the 1946 outlook for 
a CONSIAE rably eased Federal financial burden. 
The results of this fiscal situation have been evident in the reduced 
level at which the airport program has been conducted in recent years. 
The Federal Airport Act originally authorized a maximum of $520 


edera 


million to be appropriated within a 7-year period, However, actual 
obligations during the first 7 years of this program have been less 
than $200 million. 


The legislation further authorized a maximum appropriation of 
$100 million in any one year. In contrast, the most recent appropria- 
tion for this program was only $11 million. 

With the low level of available appropriations, the program ha 
been of doubtful significance in recent years. Its impact has been fur 
ther diluted by the fact that even these small total sums have bee: 


distributed without sufficient selectiy Cy. As a col equence, the Fed 
eral conti ution to indi I projects has frequently been limited 

) ] al l 

Be of these factors, the general objective of this adminis 
tration to reconsider the respective responsibilities of the Federal, 
State. and local Vvovel ent oe Departme nt decided last year that 
the entire Federal-aid program should be reappraised. In the course 
of this reappraisal, we have considered whether continuel Federal ait 
port aid is still justified, and if so, how it could be administered most 
effect ly and most econon 

| ‘ntally, we were not alone feeling that a general review 
of this program was in order. The House Appropriations Committee, 
in its report on the Commerce Department appropriation for fiscal 
l } indicated ts dissa staction W ith the manner in whi h the Fed 


eral-aid airport program had been administrated, and urged that steps 


be taken to in proy e this administration. 
| in passing that the airport program was not singled 


out for special treatment in this re pect. 
(ll major tra portation programs under t] 


ie Department’s juris- 
diction have been subjected to critical reappraisal during the past 
year. 

' To assist in the review of the airport program, the Department e1 

listed the cooperation of its Transportation Council, an advisory body 
composed of representatives of all forms of transportation. An an 

port panel was appointed, with members drawn from various seg 
ments of the aviation industry. This panel reeommended continuation 
of a program of Federal-airport aid, related to airports that serve 
the national interest. It further recommended that airport te? inal 
buildings be excluded from this program. 

In response to your request, Mr. Chairman, we WV il] indicate in more 
detail later, the specific points of the panel recommendations, as thes 
relate to our proposed amendments. 

Because of the inability to obtain agreement within the transporta 
tion council on the report ¢ f the airport panel, nm second pane] Was 
appointed to review this report on behalf of the full council. A ma- 
jority of this special panel adopted, with some modifications, the 


p! ne ipal recommendations of the original report. As thus modified, 
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the panel report was submitted to the full Council membership and 
received the support of a majority of the members voting. 

[ indicate this in some detail because there are variations in the 
subsequent panel reviews from that introduced by Senator McCarran, 
from the original panel recommendations. 

Taking account of the views of the council membership, the De- 
partment completed its own ree de rs say of this poe We have 
concluded that continued panties | yy the Federal Government 
In civil: airport improvement is justified in the present stage of avia 
tion development. 

In ke eping with this conclusion, and in order to permit the reacti- 
vation of this program in fiscal year 1955, the Department submitted 
. supplemental appropriation request to the Bureau of the Budget 
everal months ago. I was authorized at 9 o’clock this morning by 
the Bureau of the Budget to say that a substantial —T will be 
ent up in accordance with the principles embodied in S. 3410, but 

ot predicated on the passage of S. 3410. 

The CHatrman. We haven’t received that yet. It was to come in 
this morning. We will put it in the record as soon as it gets here. 

Secretary Deartne. Our indication is the President will release this 
budget estimate shortly. 

If the program is to represent the most effective expenditure of 
Federal funds, we believe that it must be made more selective than 
has been the case in the past, with increased emphasis upon airport 
locations and types of construction which are most clearly of import- 
ice from a national standpoint. Such emphasis would be consistent 
with the appropriate relationship between Federal, State, and local 
sig habe in the field of airport development. 

It must be kept in mind that the community itself has the has the 
primary responsibility for the improvement of its own airport. As 
our economy becomes increasingly geared to the advantages of air 
transportation, airports are coming to represent essential elements 
of community development. Like highways, school systems, and other 

‘ommunity facilities, these airports will in the long run help to deter 
mine the competitive progress of a city, its industry and trade. 

In addition, of course, there is a more general national interest 
relating to the adequacy of the overall system of airports. However, 
the degree of national interest varies widely between different airports, 
depending upon the volume and character of the traffic they handle, 
ind their consequent importance to the Nation’s aviation development. 

The airport panel recommended that “national interest” for pur- 
poses of determining Federal-aid expenditures be based upon tangible 
demonstration of aeronautical necessity. 

The Department agrees that this is the proper basis for making such 
a determination, and we have been studying the possible criteria 

» be established for this purpose. 

We believe that the best measurement for this purpose is provided 
by the annual number of airline passengers enplaned at a particular 
airport, and the number of aircraft based at the airport. 

By considering these factors in combination we will have a basis for 
evaluating national interest in terms of both air carrier traffic and 
general aviation activity. 

More specifically, it is our judgment at this time that appropriate 
‘utoff points for Federal-aid expenditures would be a level of airline 
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raffic represented by 3,000 enplaned passengers per year, or a based 
aircraft population ‘of 30 aircraft 

Senator Scnorprer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question: 

What do you mean by “based aircraft population?” What yard- 
stick or what criteria do you establish on that—over most of a year, 
or the full year, O1 the average ¢ 

Secretary Deanine. ‘The number ov planes that are permanently 
based at a particular airport. That is, their home base. 

The CHairman. Private acca 

Secretary Dearinc. Private planes, and industrial. 

As I was saying, we believe a combination of 3,000 enplaned pas- 
senger cad year or 30 air-based planes per airport, or some suitable 
co! bit ae } of these two factol would repre ent the most tangible 
and va d criteria 

ee lly, the specific criteria established for this purpose must be 
subject to adjustment from time to time, based upon experience and 


ch ng Y” circumstances. Mc reover, there W il] ney itably be special 
Situntiol wh h will have to be considered On a Case by case 
basis, and which should properly be included in the program even 
though they do not specifically meet these precise criteria. In other 
words, any such criteria will have to be administered in a flexible 


igment in their appl cation. 


i 


} 1 
manner and with reasonable 


‘] he ( riteria Ll dicated above would provide th sound basis for con- 
centrating this program upon airports of national significance. How- 


| 
( these eriteria would | o means limit this program to merely 
a few of the laro' t alrport tie COUNLTY. \ecording to our best 
i lab nformation, there re some 760 ai ports throughout the 
{1 ich would satisfy these particular criteria, even without 
CO cael e the additional airports that might qualify because of 
spi il od f no f tors. 
Not all of the 760 airports would be legally eligible for Federal aid, 
hnasmuch as this numbe1 nclude ome pl vately owned airports 
ch do not qualify under the present statute. However, the great 
bulk of the airports meeting these criteria would also be legally eligi- 
ble for Federal aid 
It is worth not ng that airports included in the group of 760 account 
or JJ.6 percent of total sche led pa enger airline traflic within the 


domestic United States. 
, ; ; ee . Pee . ° . 
I have adwelt at some tenoth o the result oft our reevaluation of 
+] . — nad ] > a4 TL ate ymin} . 
{ > program, ana on our proposed pians Tor 1ts future administra 


tion, because these plans relate so directly to the legislative proposal 


ow pending before your committee. 
This proposed legislation has been drafted as a direct result of our 
avcvion, i d inchide amendments to the Federal] \irport Act 
\ i ¢ ible us most effectively to carry out the program in 


] ] ] } . 
eping with the above-stated con lusions. 


In part, this legislation includes only clarifying amendments, in- 
tended to p ll out in the statute certain authorities already possessed 
by the department in more vel eral terms under the pre sent law. 

Vi ve req ested these larifyi g amendments bee: ause this has 
been the first ma jor reevaluation of this program since its inception, 


and we believe it would be desirable to translate into basic st: itute the 


conclusions we have reached. 
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Against this general background I should like at this point to 
comment on the specific provisions contained in this bill: 

The first section of the bill would amend section 2 (a) of the Federal 
Airport Act so as to exclude terminal buildings from eligibility for 
Federal aid. 

The CuairMan. What about those that have already been pro- 
gramed and assurance given of Federal support, and bond issues 
authorized on the basis of it 4 

Secretary Drartna. In connection with the exclusion of terminal 
buildings ¢ 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Secretary Deartne. May I ask Mr. Lee, the Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics, to answer that, please ¢ 

The Cuairman. All right; we will get to him later. 

You are going to testify ; aren’t you, Mr. Lee ¢ 

Secretary Drarina. He is available for answering questions. 

Mr. Ler. My name is F. B. Lee. I am Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics. 1 will be available for answering questions. 

he CuarrMan. All right, after Mr. Dearing has finished. 

Secretary Dearing. I think we will be able to give you a satisfactory 
answer. 

The CHatrmMan. All right. 

Secretary Deartne. The bill would place terminal buildings in the 
same category as hangars, which have been specifically excluded from 





the start of the program. 

Terminal buildings are revenue-producing facilities and in a rela 
tively favorable position to be financed without Federal aid. We 
believe that State or local gvovernments should be expected to arrange 
such financing, assuming a sufficient need for a building to warrant 
its construction. 

Equally important to our conclusion on this score has been the fact 
that, by excluding airport terminal buildings from the program, the 
Government will be able to concentrate upon other types of airport 
development which are of more direct importance from a Federal 
standpoint. We refer particularly to the construction of runways, the 
installation of lighting systems, the removal of airport hazards, and 
other items of airport development which are required for the safety 
of civil and military flying, and at the same time have a greater 
potential value from the standpoint of national defense. 

Furthermore, the exclusion ot terminal buildings would make this 
program more consistent with the scope of Federal participation 
which has been established in programs of assistance to other forms 
ot transportation. In the case of highway ald, for example, the 
Government participates financially in the improvement of roads and 
streets, but not in the terminals required by commercial operators. 
In the case of waterways, the Government improves river and harbor 
channels, but does not participate in the private or local construction 
of piers and terminals. 

As I have mentioned previously, the exclusion of terminal buildings 
was one of the unanimous recommendations of the Federal Airport 
Panel. The reason particularly cited by the panel for this recom- 
mendation was the revenue-producing character of these facilities. 

Under the present statute, the Department already has authority 
to exclude airport terminal buildings by administrative action. How- 
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ever, we believe it is desirable to reflect specifically in the statute the 
change in policy which we propose in this regard. This would estab- 
lish a more clear-cut and long-range reorientation of the program 
than would be accomplished were this handled by administrative 
iction alone. 

The second amendment to the bill would amend section 6 (a) of the 
Federal Airport Act by increasing from 25 percent to 50 percent the 
amount of available funds which can be distributed on a discretionary 
basis without regard to a fixed apportionment formula. 

Under the present statute, 75 percent of the available funds must 
be apportioned among the States on the basis of an area- populating 
formula, thus leaving only 25 percent available for the discretionary 
fund. 

The proposed increase in the discretionary fund is, in our judgment, 
required to permit the effective concentration of airport aid upon 
projects where a clear need exists, and at the time such need ar ises, 

The apportionment of Federal funds among the States by a rigid 
formula has definite drawbacks in this particular type of program. 
Che fixed apport ionment formula contained in the statute would be 

fully effective only if there were a clearly predictable requirement, 
on a State by State basis, which could be measured by a combination 
of area and population factors and which would remain relatively 
stable from year to yes ar. 

For a number of reasons, this combination of circumstances does 
not exist in the siepiont program. In the first palce, the two factors 
of area and population do not in themselves provide a complete or con- 
sistent measure of varying airport needs of the several States. As one 
pecial factor, it should be noted that the various States received dif- 
ferent amounts of civil benefit from wartime airport construction pro- 
grams, and thus started into the postwar period at varying levels of 

existing airport adequacy. 

Even more important, however, is the fact that the total number of 
airports requiring improvement at any time is not large enough to 
give real stability, from year to year, in the geographic distr ibution of 
Federal aid requirements. 

In this connection, it should be recognized that the improvement of 
1 given airport may at times be held up for one or several years while 
awaiting local approval of a bond issue or other means of financing. 

Thus, the varying position of State and local governments in terms 
of their ability and willingness to finance airport construction in any 
given year represents in itself a significant factor affecting the geo- 
graphical pattern of effective dem: and for Federal aid. 

The discretionary fund is the best means by which the Government 
can adjust its year-to-year expenditures to meet the changing posi- 
tion of the various State and local governments. 

The constantly changing State-by-State pattern of Federal-aid 
requirements is evident in the past experience under this program. In 
this connection, I should like to submit two tables for your considera- 
tion. May I submit these ? 

The Cu ATRMAN. They will be made a part of the record. 

(The tables are as follows :) 
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Secretary Drartng. Table 1 shows the extent to which the various 
States have been unable to Obligate fully their apportioned funds, and 
Table 2 shows the geographical distribution of the discretionary fund. 

There are several points which should be noted with respect to these 
two interrelated tables. 

First, the geographic pattern has changed markedly from year to 
year with respect to both unobligated balances of ap portioned funds, 
and obligations from the discretionary fund. Thirty-one States had 
unobligated balances in one or more of the fiscal years shown in table 
1, that is, years 1949, 1952, inclusive. 

The frequencies and amounts of such unobligated balances varied 
widely. Three-fourths of these same States have at other times re- 
quired assistance from the discretionary funds. In other words, most 
of the States which have in some years been unable to use their appor- 
tionment completely have at other times needed to supplement. their 
apportionment through discretionary fund contributions. 

Second, for the country as a whole, a total of 41 States have at one 
time or another received an allotment from the discretionary fund. 
From year to year this distribution of the discretionary fund has 
varied considerably, both in terms of the specific States covered and 
the relative portions going to the respective States. 

Third—and I think this is probably the most important conclusion 
to be drawn from these two tables—the year-to-year variations in the 
distribution of the discretionary fund have tended to smooth out in 
large measure when the cumulative result for the entire period is 
considered. 

A few specific examples will make this point clear. 

Pennsylvania, for example, received 14 percent of the entire dis- 
cretionary fund in fiscal year 1948 and 17 percent in 1952. However, it 
received less than 6 percent on a cumulative basis for the overall period 
of the program. This is only slightly more than its regular apportion- 
ment of approximately 4.2 percent. 

Texas, which received nearly 13 percent of the discretionary fund 
for fiscal 1951, received only 5 percent on a cumulative basis for the 
entire aoe or slightly less than its regular apportionment under 
the statute. 

An outstanding example of the value of the manner in which the 
discretionary fund works in the respective States can be found in the 
case of Rhode Island. 

In fiscal years 1947 through 1949 it was unable to obligate any of its 
apportionment. Yet in subsequent years it needed almost five times 
as much as its regular apportionment, and therefore had to receive 
significant contributions from the discretionary fund. 

As is evident from these data, the discretionary fund has had its 
main value in overcoming the variations in the timing of airport im- 
provement in the several States. It is also worth stressing that the 
discretionary fund has not been used for the benefit of only a few 
States, but rather has at one time or another been used for the assist- 
ance of almost all the States. 

The fact that flexibility is required in this program was recognized 
by the Congress when it initially included the existing 25-percent 
discretionary fund in the Federal Airport Act. Based on our con- 
tinuing experience with the airport program, and our present desire 
to make it more effective by concentrating on projects of clear national 
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importance, it is now oo int to provide the additional flexibility 
which would be available by increasing the discretionary fund to 50 
percent. We believe that such an increase provides the best means 
of assuring the ability to direct this Federal assistance to the loc ations 
where airport improvement is most clearly required, and at the same 
time is most urgently needed. 

The remaining two amendments proposed by S. 3410 are clarifying 
In nature, and their purpose is to make more specific in basic statute 
the authority which is already generally available to concentrate this 
program upon projects of national importance. One of these amend- 
ments would change section 9 (d) of the present statue as to spell out 
the Department’s authority to approve only those airport projects 
which “have sufficient national importance to warrant financial par- 
ticipation by the United States.” 

It is the Department’s intention to base determinations of national 
importance for this purpose on the type of objective cr ite ria already 
indicated earlier in my testimony, namely, 3,000 enplaned passengers 
per year, and 30 based aircraft. 

Finally, a related amendment would change section 6 (a) of the act, 
ae ing with the reapportionment of unobligated balances at the end 
of a cal year. The proposed amendment would make it clear that 
suc a unol ligate <d balances may result from a lack of sufficient eligible 
projects, as well as from other circumstances. 

In conclusion, the Department wishes to emphasize its conviction 
that the program which it is proposing is a sound one—one which 
will more effectively promote the national interest in airport develop- 
ment, while at the same time holding to a minimum the Federal 
expenditures required for its administration. 

The enactment of S. 3410 would, for the reasons stated, assist us 
greatly in realizing for the taxpayer and the aviation industry the 
maximum return on every dollar spent. We therefore recommend the 
enactment of this bill, and we have been authorized to advise you that 
its enactment would be in accord with the President’s program. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Schoeppel, have you any questions ? 

Senator Scnorrre.. I don’t believe that I do at this stage, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Secretary Deartnc. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Lee and his staff are here 
and would be happy to answer any technical or administrative ques- 
tions. 

The Cuatrman. There are one or two questions I would like to ask: 

For instance, I think in my home town of Columbus, where there 
has been a bond issue authorized—Mr. Lee, you come up. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

The Carman. First of all, will you identify the map which you 
have there, of which we have a copy, for the purposes of the record ? 

Mr. Lee. This a map of the United States, Mr. Chairman, which 
has superimposed on it dots indicating the airports which have 3,000 
or more enplaned domestic airline passengers during calendar year 
1953, or 30 airworthy based aircraft, or less than 3,000 enplaned pas- 
sengers, but a compensating number of based aircraft. 

This is all in 1953. 

The CHarrman. We will make the map a part of the committee’s 
files 

Mr. Ler. I also have a report, dated May 15, 1954, listing the air- 
ports shown on the map I have referred to. 
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The CHairMan. We will make the report a part of the record at 
this point. 
(The report is as follows:) 


AIRPORTS OF RECORD, MAy 15, 1954 


(With 3,000 or more enplaned domestic airline passengers (based on calendar 
year 1953 statistics) or 380 airworthy based aircraft (based on current airport 
facilities records data) or less than 3,000 enplaned passengers but having a 
compensating number of based aircraft) 


SUMMARY 


The 425 air carrier airports listed herein enplaned 27,897,700 domestic airline 
passengers in 19538. This is 99.6 percent of the total of 28,004,300 enplaned 
domestic airline passengers in the United States. 

In addition, the 425 air carrier airports have 18,941 based aircraft or 28.4 
percent of the total aircraft based at all United States airports. The 335 
general aviation airports shown herein have 19,896 based aircraft or 29.9 per- 
cent of the total aircraft based at all United States airports. 

The 760 airports thus have a total of 38,887 based aircraft or 58.3 percent of 
the 66,661 total aircraft based at all airports in the United States. 


Recapitulation 








: Air carrier | Generalavia Total 
State 
sirport tion airports iirports 

Alabama ~ l 9 
Arizona f 13 
Arkansas . 8 3 11 
California 35 46 R1 
Colorado 7 5 2 
Connecticut 5 3 s 
Delware 1 0 1 
District of Columbia 1 0 1 
Florida 17 11 28 
Georgia 11 4 15 
Idaho 5 2 7 
Illinois 10 32 42 
Indiana 9 9 18 
lowa 11 f 17 
Kansas 7 s 15 
Kentucky 5 l 6 
Louisiana 7 9 9 
Maine g& 0 8 
Maryland 5 s 13 
Massachusetts ll 5 16 
Michigan 12 15 27 
Minnesota... 8 6 14 
Mississippi il 3 14 
Miss yuri 7 s 15 
Montana 7 1 8 
Nebraska 5 3 8 
Nevada 3 1 4 
New Hampshire 5 0 5 
New Jersey 4 14 18 
New Mexico 7 2 y 
New York 18 15 33 
North Carolina “ 10 2 12 
North Dakota : 4 0 4 
Ohio 11 21 32 
Oklahoma - 10 8 18 
Oregon 12 8 20 
Pennsylvania 15 14 29 
Rhode Island. 2 1 3 
South Carolina 7 1 S 
South Dakota “ 7 1 8 
Tennessee 5 5 10 
Texas 30 29 59 
Utah _. 3 l 4 
Vermont . ot j 2 0 2 
Virginia 6 6 12 
Washington - 13 15 28 
West Virginia j x 0 ~ 
Wisconsin Z 9 4 13 
Wyoming ‘ 5 0 5 

Total... Lirik d ian 425 335 760 
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air carrier airports 


Birmingham 
Dothan 
Gadsden 
Huntsville 


Mobile 
Montgome ry 
Mu e Shoals 
Tuscaloosa 


Douglas 

Flagstaff 

Kingman 
Phoenix-Sky Harbor 
Prescott 
Tucson-Municipal 
Winslo 

Yuma-Yuma County 


| Dorado-Goodwin 


Helena 

Hot Springs 
Little Rock 
Pine Bluff 

Texarkana 


akersfield 
urbank-Lockheed 
‘atalina (Avalon) 


Los Angeles 
Marysville 
Merced 
Modesto 

Monte rey 
Oakland 
Oxnard 

Palm Springs 
Paso Robles 
Redding 
Sacramento 
Salinas 

San Bernardino (Ontario) 
San Diego 

San Francisco 
San Jose 

San Louis Obispo 
Santa Ana 
Santa Barbara 
Santa Cruz 
Santa Maria 
Santa Rosa 
Stockton 
Ukiah 

Vallejo 
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ALABAMA 
general aviation airports 


Decatur-Pryor 


ARIZONA 


Marana Air Force Base 
Phoenix-Paradise 
Phoenix-Air Haven 
Tempe-Tempe 
Tucson-Gilpin 


ARKANSAS 


E| Dorado Air Park 
Harrison-Municipal 
Stuttgart-Dockery 


CALIFORNIA 


Artesia 

Bellflower 

Claremont 

Compton 

Concord 

Dos Palos 

El Monte 

Eureka-Eureka County 
Fairfield 

Fresno-Belmont 
Fresno-Furlong 
Fresno-Chandler Municipal 
Fullerton 

Gardena 

Glendale 

Half Moon Bay 
Hawthorne 

Hayward 

La Mesa-La Presa 

Long Beach-East Long Beach 
Los Angeles-San Fernando Valley 
Marysville-Chiem 
National City 

Novato 

Palo Alto 

Pomona 

Redding-Benton 
Redding-Sky Ranch 
Sacramento-Capital Sky Park 
an Bernardino 

an Bernardino-Tri-City 
an Carlos 

in Diego-Gillespie 

in Diego-Montgomery 


TNR RR 





are 


| 
) 
| 
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CALIFORNIA 
air carrier airports 


Visalia 


continued 
general aviation airports 


San Diego-Pike’s 

San Fernando 

San Fernando-Whiteman 
San Jose-Reid’s Hillview 
Santa Maria-Hancock 
Santa Monica 

Santa Paula 
Stockton-Orange Bros. 
Sunnyvale 


Torrence 


Visalia-Green Acres 
Willows 


COLORADO 


Alamosa 
Colorado Springs 
Denver-Stapleton 
Durango 

Grand Junction 
La Junta 

Pueblo 


Denver-Sky Ranch 
Denver-Federal Heights 
Denver-Vest Aircraft Co. 
Englewood 

Greeley 


CONNECTICUT 


Bridgeport 
Hartford-Brainard 

New Haven 
Willimantic 

Windsor Locks-Bradley 


Danbury 


Meriden 
Simbury 


DELAWARE 


Wilmington 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Washington 


FLORIDA 


Daytona Beach 

Fort Myers 

Gainesville 

Jacksonville-Imeson 

Key West 

Melbourne 

Miami-International 

Ocala 

Orlando 

Panama City 

Pensacola 

St. Petersburg-Pinellas County Inter- 
national 

Sarasota 

Tallahassee 

Tampa-International 

Vero Beach 

West Palm Beach-International 


Bartow Airbase 

Cocoa 

Fort Lauderdale-County 
Hollywood-North Perry 
Jacksonville-Craig 
Lakeland-Lodwick Municipal 
Miami-Tamiami 
Miami-Brown’s 

St. Petersburg-Albert Whitted 
Tampa-Peter O’Knight 

West Palm Beach-Palm Beach County 


GEORGIA 


Albany 

Athens 
Atlanta-Municipal 
Augusta-Bush 
Brunswick 
Columbus 
Macon-Cochran 
Rome 
Savannah 
Valdosta 
Waycross 


Atlanta-Fulton County 
Augusta-Daniel 
Macon-Herbert Smart 
Marietta-Park Airfield 
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IDATIO = 
air carrier airports general aviation airports 3 
Boise—Air Terminal Boise—Air Park 
Idaho Falls © Boise-Bradley 
Lewiston 
Pocatell 
Twin Falls 
ILLINOIS 
Alton Arlington Heights 
Champaign Bensonville 
Chicago-Midway Chicago-O’ Hare 
Danville Chicago-Palwaukee 
Decatur Chicago-Elmhurst 
Moline Chicago-Hammond , 
Peoria Chicago-Hinsdale 
Quincy Chicago-Howell 
Greater Rockford Chicago-Stinson 
Springfield Dekalb 
Des Plaines 
Kast St. Louis-Parks Metropolitan 
East St. Louis-Parks 
East St. Louis-Lakeside 
Galesburg 
Harvey 
Lockport 
Lombard-Mitchell 
Lombard-York Township 
Mattoon-Charleston 
Mount Vernon 
Northbrook 
Oakland 
Pekin 
Rockford-Machesney 
Streater 
Urbana-Iini 
Waukegan 
Waukegan-Lake County 
West Chicago-DuPage County 
Wheeling 
Wood Dale—Wood Dale-Moody 
INDIANA 
Evansville Anderson k 
Ft. Wayne-Baer Elkhart 
Gary Klwood 
Indianapolis-Weir Cook Fort Wayne-Smith 
Kokomo Hobart 
Lafayette Indianapolis-Bob Shank é 
Richmond Indianapolis-Sky Harbor 
South Bend Muncie 
Terre Haute-Hulman Terre Haute-Paul Cox : 
IOWA i 
é 
Burlington Ames : 
Cedar Rapids-Municipal Cedar Rapids-Hunter 
Clinton Council Bluffs f 
Des Moines-Municipal Davenport f 
Dubuque Des Moines-Dodge 
Fort Dodge Waterloo-Canfield 


Iowa City 

Mason City 
Ottumwa 

Sioux City 
Waterloo-Municipal 


PEP NES eae a 
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air carrier airports 


Dodge City 

Great Bend 
Hutchinson 
Manhattan 

Salina 

Topeka-Phillip Billard 
Wichita 


? 


sowling Green 
Lexington 
Louisville-Standiford 
Owensboro 

Paducah 


Alexandria 

Baton Rouge-Harding 
Lafayette 

Lake Charles 

Monroe 
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KANSAS 
general aviation airports 


Kansas City-Fairfax 
Lawrence 

Pratt 

Topeka 
Wichita-Westport 
Wichita-Kenmar 
Wichita-Rawdon 
Wichita-Riverside 


KENTUCKY 


Louisville-Bowman 


LOUISIANA 


New Orleans-New Orleans 
Shreveport-Downtown 


New Orleans-Moisant International 


Shreveport-Greater Shreveport 


Augusta 
Bangor 

Bar Harbor 
Lewiston 
Portland 
Presque Isle 
Rockland 
Waterville 


Baltimore-Friendship 
Cumberland 

Easton 

Hagerstown 
Salisbury 


Boston 

Fall River-New Bedford 
Fitchburg 

Hyannis 

Lawrence 

Martha’s Vineyard 
Nantucket 

Norwood 

Pittsfield 
Springfield-Westfield 
Worcester 


Battle Creek 
Detroit-Willow Run 
Flint 

Grand Rapids 


MAINI 


MARYLAND 


Baltimore-Eastern 
saltimore-Harbor 
saltimore-Rutherford 

Clinton 

College Park 

Glen Burnie 

Riverdale 

Rockville 


MASSACHUSETTS 


Agawam 
Bedford 
Beverly 
Hanover 
Revere 


MICHIGAN 


Ann Arbor 
Benton Harbor 
Big Beaver 
Birmingham 
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air carrier airports 


Jackson 
Kalamazoo 
Lansing 

Muskegon 
Pellston-Cheboygan 
Saginaw 

Saulte Ste. Marie 
Traverse City 


Bemidji 

Brainard 

Duluth 

Hibbing 
International Falls 


Minneapolis-St. Paul-International 


Rochester 
St. Cloud 


Clarksdale 
Columbus 
Greenville 
Greenwood-Municipal 
Gulfport 
Jackson 
Laurel 
Meridian 
Natchez 
lupelo 
Vicksburg 


Cape Girardeau 
Columbia 

Joplin 

Kansas City-Municipal 
St. Joseph 

St. Louis-Lambert 
Springfield 


sillings 

Bozeman 

Butte 

Cut Bank 

Great Falls 

Helena 

Missoula-Missoula County 


Grand Island 
Lincoln-Municipal 
North Platte 
Omaha-Municipal 
Scottsbluff 
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MICHIGAN—continued 


general aviation airports 


Detroit-City 
Detroit-Wayne Major 
Farmington 
Fraser-J oy 
Fraser-McKinley 
Monroe 

Niles 

Plymouth 
Pontiac-Allen 
Pontiac-Municipal 
Port Huron 


MINNESOTA 


Eveleth 

Grand Rapids 
Minneapolis-Crystal 
Minneapolis-Flying Cloud 
St. Paul-Holman 

South St. Paul-Municipal 


MISSISSIPPI 


Greenwood 
Grenada 
Madison 


MISSOURI 


Belton 

Dexter 

Independence 

Kansas City-State line 
Kansas City—38lst Street 
Perryville 

St. Louis-Merrimac 

St. Louis-Weiss 


MONTANA 


Missoula-Hale 


NEBRASKA 


Lineoln-Union 
Omaha-Clear Ridge 
Omaha-North Omaha 
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ar carrier airports 


Elko 
Las 
Reno 


Vegas 


Concord 
Keene 
Luconia 
Lebanon 
Manchester 


Asbury Park 
Atlantic City 
Cape May 
Newark 


Albuquerque-Kirtland 
Carlsbad 

Farmington 

Gallup 

Hiobbs 

Roswell 


Santa Fe 


Albany 


Binghamton-Broome County 


Buffaio-Municipal 
Elmira 

Glens Falls 
Ithaca 


Jamestown 

New York-Int’l. 

New York-LaGuardia 
Niagara Falls 
Plattsburg 
Poughkeepsie 
Kochester-Monroe Co 
Saranac Lake 
Syracuse 
Utica-Rome 
Watertown 

White Plains 


Asheville 
Charlotte-Douglas 
Fayetteville 
Greensboro 
Hickory 

New Bern 
Raleigh 

Rocky Mount 
Wilmington 
Winston-Salem 
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NEVADA 


general aviation airports 


Sparks 


NEW HAMPSHIRI 

NEW JERSEY 
Camden 
Lincoln Park 
Linden 
Moorestown 
Morristown 
New Brunswick 
Patterson-Murchio 
Patterson-Totowa-Wayne 
Rahway 
Readington 
Some. e 
Teterboro 
Trenton 
Vineland 

NEW MEXICO 
Albuquerque-Del Norte 
Albuquerque-West Mesa 

NEW YORK 


Amityville 

Armonk 
Lbinghamton-Tri-Cities 
Bulfalo-Air Park 
Canastota 


Deer Park 

Islip 

Mineola 

New York-Flushing 

New York-Staten Island 
New York-Rockaway 


Rochester-Highland 
Schenectady 

Spring Valley 
Utieca-Municipal 


NORTH CAROLINA 


Burlington 
Charlotte-Cannon 





I lle 

LY 1) 
1 

I 


l 

] e-Port E 
Franklin 
I 


Tohnstown 


Lancaster 
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ternational 
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general aviation airports 





( nton 

Chesapeake 
Cincinnati-Lakewood 
Cincinnati-Lunken 

‘ Ve Ii { 11\ va 4 
Columbus-Clickenge! 
Columbus-Northway Airpark 


Columbus-Sullivant Ave. 
Davton-South Dayton 
Hamilton 

Hudson 


Kent 
Marion-Marion Co 
\lass n 

Solon 


ungstown-Austintown 


) ( Downtown 
{ Keith Ix hie 

0) i I Citv-W v Post 

I Brown 

| i-Cherokee 

hu Nortl 

I i-St ns 

) 

Bea town 

| gvene-Air Park 


P i-Skylife 

| l-Troh’s Skypor 
Springfield 

r itdale 

ANIA 


Ambler 
Bloomsburg 
Booths Corner 
Bristol 
Eddington 
Erie-Erie County 
Langhorne 

New Kingston 
Norristown 


t 
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PEN NSYLVANIA—continued 
air carrier airports general aviation airports 


Lock Haven 
Philadelphia-International 

| sburgh-Greater Pittsburgh 
Reading 

Scranton-Wilkes Barre 
Williamsport 


Pawtucket-Woonsocket 
Providence 


Anderson 
Charleston 
Columbia-Columbia 
Flo ence 
Greenville 
Myrtle Beach 
Spartanburg 


Aberdeen 

Huron 

Mitchell 

Vierre 

Rapid City-Municipal 
Sioux 


Watert 


Falls 


wo 


Bristol 
Chattanooga 
Knoxville-McGhee-Tyson 
Memphis-Municipal 
Nashville-Berry 


Abilene-New Municipal 


Alice 

Amarillo-Air Terminal 
Austin 

Beaumont-Port Arthur 
Borger 

Brownsville 

Bryan 

Corpus Christi-Cliff Maus 
balls ] ve 

Kl Paso 

Fort Worth-International 


Gaiveston 
Houston-Municipal 
Laredo-Municipal 
Longview 

Lubbock 

Lufkin 

Midiland-Air Terminal 
Mi MeAllen-Miller Municiy 
Pecos-Municipal 
Plainview 

San Angelo 
Antonio-Municipal 
Temple 

Tyler 

Uvalde 

Victoria 

Waco 


wl 


San 


Philadelphia-North Philadelphia 
Pittsburgh-Allegheny County 
Prospeciville 


Wilkes Barre-Wyoming Valley* 
York 
RHODE ISLAND 


Middletown 


SOUTH CAROLINA 
Columbia-Owens 
SOUTH DAKOTA 


Rapid City-Halley 


rENNESSEI 


C] 
| 


irksville 

ackson 

Knoxville-Island 
Memphis-Memphis Flying Service 


Nashville-Cornelia Fort Airpark 
rEXAS 

Abilene-Muni« ipal 

Amarillo-Trade Winds 

Corpus Christi-Cudahy 


Cor 

Dalhart 
Dallas-Highland 
Dallas-Hiway 77 
Dallas-Park C 
Redbird 


na 
Park 
ties 

1 

I I 
Dallas-White Rock 

| 


‘ort Worth-Meacham 
Fort Worth-Mid-West 


Fort Worth-Russell 
Fort Worth-Saginaw 
Genoa 
Hondo 


Houston-Andreau 
Houston-Gulf Coast 
Houston-Sam Houston 
al La Porte 
Laredo-AFB 
Midland-Airpark 
Odessa 
Pearland 
Pecos-Worsham 
San Antonio-Lake 
San Antonio-Stinson 
Wichita Falls-Gilchrist 
Wichita Falls-Kickapoo 


Field 


Wichita Falls-Kell-Shepherd Municipal 


t] 
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UTAH 
air carrier airports general aviation airports 
Ogden Provo 
S: Lake City 
Ve a! 
VERMONT 
Bur y 
Mi ‘ 
VIRGINIA 
Dat le Alexandria 
Lynchburg Alexandria-Beacon 
Newport News Alexandria-Washington-Virginia 
Norfolk-Municipal Falls Church 
Richmond-Byrd Norfolk-Glen Rock 
Roanoke Richmond-Central 
WASHINGTON 
Re l I m Bellview 
Ephrat Bremerton 
II 1 Clarkston 
() a College Place 
| ) Kent 
Angeles Prosser 
Moscow Renton 
Senttle-Boeing Seattle-Lake 
Seattle-Tacoma Seattle-North 
Spo e-Geiger Snohomish 
Walla Walla Spokane-Calkins 
\\ er Spokane-Felts 
\ ma Tacoma 
Vancouver-Evergreen 
Vancouver-Pearson 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Be ( 
(‘} m 
Clarksburg 
Elkins 
Huntington-Ashland 
M Z town 
Parkersburg 
W heeling 
WISCONSIN 
Beloit-Janesville Milwaukee-Brown Deer 
Eau Claire Milwaukee-Curtis-Wright 
Green Bay Pewaukee 
La Crosse Waukesha 


Madison 
Milwaukee 
Oshkosh 
Stevens Point 
Wausau 
WYOMING 


Casper 
Chevenne 
Laramie 
Riverton 
Sheridan 


The CHarrman. Now, I have a series of questions that have been 
submitted to me. I do not wish to ask them at this time, but I wish 
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that during the week you would submit the answers to them, if you 
can. 
Secretary Deartnc. We will be very happy to, Mr. Chairman. 
The Cuatrman. We will then make them a part of the record. 
(The information is as follows :) 


ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS ADDRESSED TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE IN CONNECTION 
WitH Its TESTIMONY ON 8, 3410 BEFORE THE SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN 
COM MERCE COM MITTEE 


1. What are the criteria proposed with respect to airport allocations? Ex 
actly how far has formulation of criteria gone? Is it true criteria are deter 
mined and simply awaiting promulgation? Any plan for compliance with ad 
ministrative procedure act in fixing criteria? That is, will notice be given 
and interested parties have opportunity to express views? Who must still 
pass on criteria? How soon could they be promulgated if haste desired? Do 
criteria proposed take into account situation of airport with much private flying 
few based aircraft? Is importance of private flying given proper weight? 

As was stated in the Department's testimony before the committee on May 
24, we believe at this time that as a general rule the appropriate cutoff point 
for Federal-aid expenditures would be a level of activity represented by 3,000 
enplaned airline passengers per year, or a based aircraft population of 30 
civil aircraft (private or commercial), or some combination of these 2 factors 
which would represent an equivalent level of aeronautic activity. Thus, an 
airport which enplanes only 1,500 passengers per year would be eligible if it had, 
in addition, 15 or more aircraft permanently based. In addition, there will be 
cases where special factors would justify eligibility of an airport even though 
it does not meet these specific criteria. The criteria will have to be adminis 
tered in a flexible manner and applied with reasonable judgment. They will 
be subject to adjustment from time to time as experience and changing circum 
stances warrant. 

These criteria were developed as the best objective test by which to assure 
that the funds expended under this program will yield their maximum effective 
benefit within the general standards provided by Congress in the Federal Air 
port Act The criteria have been selected only after careful evaluation of their 
effectiveness as compared with other criteria indicative of both higher and lower 
degrees of activity. 

Consideration was given to all factors, including private flying, which ought 
to be taken into account in determining distribution of Federal funds for air 
port development. The measurements of enplaned passengers and based aircraft 
were selected because they normally provide accurate indexes of aeronautical 
activity, and these data are readily available. Any airport, however, whose 
true activity is not reflected by the use of these criteria can be given Spx cial con 
sideration. This would apply, for example, to an airport which has consid 
erable activity but few permanently based aircraft. Final promulgation of these 
criteria will, of course, await the actual reactivation of this program for fiscal 
year 1955 

The Administrative Procedure Act exempts from its requirements for rule- 
making “any matter relating to... grants.” This has been interpreted to in 
clude grants-in-aid programs under which the Federal Government makes pay 
ments to State and local governments with respect to airports. (See Attorney 
General’s manual on the Administrative Procedure Act, p. 27.) 

2. When will criteria be applied? Will criteria govern formulation of national 
airport program? Or be limited to consideration of individual projects on ad hoc 
basis? Will criteria be rigid? What discretion if any will be involved? There will 
be complete discretion with respect to so-called discretionary funds? Does not 
rrovision in lines 2, 3, 4, page 3, “if he is satisfied,” etc., mean complete discre 
tion to refuse grant to any project without giving any reason except to say “I 
am not satisfied”? 

The criteria described above in answer to question 1 will be applied upon 
reactivation of the Federal-aid airport program. It is intended to apply the 
criteria to projects proposed for financial aid under the Federal Airport Act so 
as f. ‘sure distribution of such funds as may be made available by Congress in 
a manner most consistent with the standards set forth by Congress in the Federal 
Airport Act and so as to assure maximum effectiveness of expeditures under 
this program. 


48972—534—4 
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The discretion inherent in the so-called discretionary fund relates only to the 
ability to distribute funds without regard to a rigid statutory formula. How- 
ever, as in the case of the apportioned funds, the purposes for which the discre- 
arv fund may be spent are governed by the general standards established by 
Congress in the Federal Airport Act Nothing proposed by the Department of 


Col erce could in al ay per! the disposition of discretionary funds in an 
rb | is 0 t We believe it to be desirable for the standards 
\ ea to be arified so as to assure that consideration for the national 
ere \\ be paramount in the expenditure of available funds We also believe 

t the national interest could best be served if funds appropriated for airport 
Cevelopment a adequate ft issure a real impact upon the Nation’s airport 
needs and if such funds can be so distributed as to meet the most critical airport 


The rds “if he is satisfied,” referred to in this question, are in the law now 











dare part of a dire m to the Secreta of Commerce to administer this law 
n such a way as to assure accomplishment of the purposes of the Federal Air 
port Act The standards which the Department now recommends for addition 
» the v, and the criteria which we have made known in testimony before your 
I ttee, are intended to assure fair and objective administration of the Fed 
eral Airport Act, and its maximum contribution to the national interest. 
| S ssumed that in referring to the national airport program, reference 18 
ide to the formulation of a national airport plan as provided in section 3 of 
the Federal Airport Act. Under the act, the Secretary of Commerce is required 
develop al to revise annually the national airport plan, to reflect airport 
velopment deemed necessary for an adequate national system of airports. 


ed by the require! ent that this pian be revised annu lly, if was not 
by the act that this be a static plan but rather that it would be adjusted 


in keeping with the changing requirements for airport development. 





In recent years the plan has been substantially altered, and the atest revision 


of the plan was prepared on the basis of criteria developed by the CAA in 1952 











! 
| her adjustments in this plan will be made in its annual revision in keeping 
ie type and scope of airport development deemed necessary by the Secre 
o accomplish the purposes of this act. However, at any given time, the 
te which are used for termining projects for inclusion in the national 
port plan will not necessarily be exactly the same as those used for deter 
actual Federal expenditure of funds in a given fiscal year Kor this 
enson, and also because of the necessity for taking account of spec al factors 
ng part ul ‘ports, the ge ral crite nnounced in the Department's 
tes iV W not necessarily be ide al with the criteria for formulation of 
the nator rport pial 
>» WI he word ‘ iny ot rea page 2, lines 12,13? Is this to cover 
enses xe! Se OT discretion under the ” tisfied” clause? Isn’t it true origin 
of this prov ion regardin rei cation of I s to induce States to have 
) s rea ? Isthats to be the objective I rue that by interaction 
or ft Ss pre on with the sfied clause rough reallocation, the Sec 
retary would be in a position to siphon off half of any or all appropriations any 
é I (iis evTional I 
The words “for any other reason,” referred to in this question. were inserted 
ke care of those situations where the funds apportioned for a particular 
State are not used for any of the other reasons set forth in section 9 of the 
ederal Airport Act. This would include, for example, situations in which there 
Inay be lequate loc: nds to match available Federal funds This proposed 
mend nt to section 6 (a) is recommended mers ly to « arify existing law and 
not to change in any way the effect of section 6 (a) as it is now w ritten 
The exercise of the adminis 





rative discretion which Congress has delegated 
to the Secretary will be governed by the general standards approved by Con 
gress and enacted into law rhe adoption of the proposals made in S. 3410 
would make it possible to achieve maximum utilization of moneys appropriated 
by Congress for airport development The changes in the Federal Airport Act 
which are proposed in S, 3410 will make it possible to avoid situations which 
now arise wherein apportioned funds cannot be used because they are insuffi- 
for minin um necessary airport development and there are insufticient dis 
cretionary funds to make up the deficiency. Thus, rather than being in a posi- 
tion to siphon off apportioned funds into the discretionary fund, the Secretary 
will be in a position to achieve maximum utilization of apportioned funds as the 
airport needs of the individual States should require. Discretionary funds as 


Same standards 


eent 


well as apportioned funds, will be expended consistent with the 
and criteria 








AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 15 


The existing provision regarding reallocation of unobligated funds was in- 
serted in section 6 (a) for the purpose of preventing large accumulations of un- 
useable and idle apportioned funds. The proposal in S. 3410 is intended merely 
to clarify this provision, by indicating somewhat more specifically the factors 
which may result in unobligated balances of State apportionments. 

t. Why is 50 percent needed for discretionary fund? How arrive at this figure? 
Any computation of prospective need? Or was it simply desired to have an in- 
crease and 50 per cent picked as a nice round figure? 

The 50-percent figure for the discretionary fund was determined in part on 
the basis of what appeared to be the potential of matching funds available in a 
great many of the States. Many States have serious deficiencies in airport de 





velopment and large sums available for use in liquidating such deficiencies. 
Other States either do not have as great need for airport development as the 
amounts apportioned under the present statutory formula or do not have suffi 
cient matching funds available during a particular year to enable full utiliza 
tion of the Federal funds apportioned for their use. The needs of the States for 
airport development and the availability of State or local funds for such purposes 
vary from year to year. As we have shown in our testimony, discretionary funds 
have been distributed widely throughout the States, with all but 7 States re- 
ceiving some part of such funds in 1 or more years 

In order to achieve a balance between available State funds and airport re 
quirements from year to year, we believe that an increase in the discretionary 
fund is necessary. The figure of 50 percent represents our best judgment as to 
the size of the discretionary fund necessary to avoid the handicaps resulting from 
the rigid distribution of funds irrespective of the particular needs of the various 
States and the financial requirements for the completion of particular projects 

In arriving at this figure of 50 percent, the Department has given careful con 
sideration to such factors as: (@) the State-by-State distribution of airport de 
velopment needs, as indicated in the latest revision of the national airport plan; 
(b) the most recent information available to CAA employees in the field and in 
Washington regarding the possible geographical distribution of airport develop 
ment most likely to be undertaken in the near future; (c) the distribution of 





aeronautcial activity, as measured by enplaned airline passengers and based air 
craft. On the basis of all these factors, we have come to the conclusion that 
the most urgent needs for airport improvement could best be met under a Federal 
iid program in which 50 per cent of the funds were available for distribution 
without regard to a rigid apportionment formula. 

5. Do you know of any airports that would qualify for discretionary funds? 
Has any list been made? Actually, any airport would qualify, would it not? There 
are no strings on the discretionary fund? Why shouldn't the discretionary fund be 
subject to same conditions and requirements as grants of allocated fund, especi 
ally national importance, ete.? Why wasn’t bill recommended to so provide? 

As was stated earlier, the distribution of discretionary funds is subject to the 
same standards and criteria as are applied in the utilization of apportioned funds 
ihe only difference is with regard to the geogi 





iphical limitations imposed with 
respect to the utilization of apportioned funds Any airport which would qualify 
for Federal aid may receive such aid either from the apportioned funds available 
in its State or from the discretionary fund 

It is not true that there are “no strings on the discretionary fund,” since, i 
the administration of the Federal Airport Act, the Secretary of 
bound by the general standards imposed by Congress 

6. Why ban all airport terminal buildings? Would this ban apply to disere 
tionary-fund grants also? Are there no cases when construction of terminal 
building is a proper part of a Federal-aid project? Under this retrictive lan 
guage, as proposed, what would happen in the 


Commerce is 


case of projects already submitted 
or underway, involving terminal buildings? Suppose a city already has floated a 
bond issue for such a project? 

7. What is meant by “terminal buildings”? Shouldn't the term be defined 
the bill? Does it mean all buildings at an air terminal? Is “terminal buildings” 
term of art, having a specific, recognized meaning? Does it inelude a 
station? Why? Does 
it include a 


in 
a 
weather 
“terminal buildings” include a control tower? Why? Would 
simple, functional, non-revenue-producing waiting room and lavatory- 
toilet facility for passengers’? Where is the line to be drawn? 

These two questions are interrelated and therefore will be answered together 
The Act at present refers to such airport buildings as hangars and administra- 
tive buildings without providing any definition. In our view an airport terminal 
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building is any building located at an airport which provides, or is designed to 
provide, the building facilities required to meet the needs of air passengers, 
shippers, and members of the flying public, including lobby space, airline ticket 
counters, baggage- and cargo-handling facilities, restaurant, taxi stands, barber 
shops, newsstands, and other concessions. Such buildings are revenue-produc- 
ing and as such would be in a more favorable position to be financed in the ab- 
sence of Federal aid. 

Furthermore, by excluding airport terminal buildings from eligibility for 
Federal aid, the Federal Government can concentrate its expenditures upon other 
types of airport development of more direct importance to the national interest, 
such as construction of runways, installation of lighting systems, removal of 
airport hazards, and other items of airport development of primary importance 
to the safety of flying and of greatest potential value from the standpoint of 
national defense. We believe that it would be best thus to utilize Federal funds 
for those projects of greatest national interest as outlined above, rather than 
upon airport projects which have the best chance for development either through 
private financing or through local government funds 

In the case of terminal building projects already under way and for which 
rraunt agreements have been entered into, Federal participation would not be 
affected. However, future expenditure of Federal funds for terminal buildings 
would not be authorized. 

Under the proposed amendment to the act, free-standing control towers, 
weather stations, or other buildings not a part of a terminal building and not 
otherwise excluded from eligibility under the law would still be legally eligible 
for development with Federal funds However, as a matter of administrative 
policy, it is Our present opinion that available funds could, in general, more 


l 








suitably be spent upon types of construction other than buildings 

Ss. Under the proposal involved in this bill, what happens to the little airport? 
Should such a basic change in philosophy be left to administrative discretion ? 
Or should it be enacted by the Congress, if there is to be such a change 

Under the proposals in this bill the eligibility of a “little” airport or a “big” 
airport would depend upon its utilization for aviation purposes rather than upon 
mere size. On that basis, therefore, a “little” airport which is useful in the 
national interest will continue to be eligible for Federal aid. This is not a basic 
change in philosophy. It is rather an assurance that the standards contained 
in the Federal Airport Act will be carried out 

As pointed out in testimony of this Department, approximately 760 airports 
would meet the criteria contemplated for determining Federal airport expendi 
tures, even without the application of such modifying factors as may be needed 
to take account of special circumstances. The great bulk of the airports included 
in this list could not, by any reasonable standard, be regarded as “large” air 
ports. It was also pointed out that airports included in this group handled over 
9 percent of the total domestic airline passenger trafhk 

9 Why cannot recommended criteria be submitted to Congress for inclusion 
in the law? Why keep them a secret until authority has been delegated ? 

There has never been any intention to keep these criteria secret On the con 
trary, a full explanation of the criteria was presented in this Department’s testi 
mony before this committee 

The development of the criteria is properly an administrative function within 
the general overall policy which Congress has written into the Federal Airport 
Act It would not be desirable to have the specific criteria so inflexible as to 
preclude ready adjustment of the program on the basis of developing experience 
and changing conditions. Congress wisely recognized this and, in enacting the 
Federal Airport Act, delegated to the administrative agency suitable discretion 
in the application of the general standards which were laid down. We believe 
that we have an obligation to advise Congress and the public as to the criteria 
which are to govern the distribution of funds under the Federal Airport Act. We 
do not propose any criteria not permitted by law, but rather we propose to tighten 
the criteria in order to avoid excessive dilution of available funds. 

10. Standards for national airport program have been set by Congress; if pro- 
posed “criteria” are to apply to formulation of that program, thus changing 
standards fixed by Congress, should not Congress pass upon them? 

As stated above, the proposed criteria will not change standards fixed by Con- 
gress. These criteria are intended to assure the best administration of the 
Federal Airport Act consistent with the standards provided by Congress. Au 
thority for the proposed criteria is presently in the Federal Airport Act. Under 
this existing authority, criteria involving the same types of factors (i. e., enplaned 
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passengers and based aircraft) were established by the CAA in 1952, and formed 
the basis for the 1953 national airport plan. The criteria now contemplated 
represent merely an extension of the same type of criteria. 

11. How much money is proposed for allocation to “big” airports under con- 
templated program for coming year? What is total involved in list of class 4 
airports submitted to Congress this year under provisions of Airport Act? 

There is no proposal to allocate Federal airport funds which may be appropri 
ated by Congress on the basis of “big” or “little” airports. Actually, no detailed 
program for the coming year has yet been developed. No such program can be 
developed until all administrative procedures have been completed, the amount 
of available Federal funds is known, and sponsors have been given full oppor- 
tunity to file applications for Federal aid. 

A summary of the list of class 4 and larger airport projects was submitted to 
Congress this year, as required by the Airport Act. The estimated cost of proj- 
ects on this list in the continental United States is $43,760,000, In the submis- 
sion, however, it was pointed out that the list did not imply any obligation or 
allocation of funds to any project included therein. It was further pointed out 
that the list was necessarily tentative. Actually, the list was prepared without 
the advantage of making any sponsor contacts and was based on the best avail- 
able knowledge of CAA field personnel regarding the plans of individual sponsors. 
During the past fiscal year, while the Department of Commerce has been study- 
ing the Federal-aid airport program, CAA field personnel have refrained from 
discussing future plans for airport development with individual sponsors. 

12. If criteria proposed take into account only volume of airline passenger 
traffic and number of based aircraft, what about an airport largely used as a 
stop, but not originating large traffic? What about private flying, as mentioned 
before? Why the stress on “airline passenger traffic’? Does that connote cause 
to leave airline freight traffic out of the picture? 

The criteria of 3,000 annual enplaned passengers or 30 based aircraft utilizes 
readily available information which provides a generally reliable indication of 
aeronautical activity. The enplane passenger data are readily availble through 
reports filed by the airlines with the CAB. The number of airworthy based air- 
craft is readily available from airport facilities records on file with the CAA. 
Where the use of these activity measurements does not indicate the proper 
degree of activity which an airport has actually achieved, such cases will be 
given special consideration. 

Airline passenger traffic statistics have been used because this measurement 
is usually indicative of other aeronautical activity as well, including the volume 
of mail or freight traffic. In any exceptional cases where passenger traffic does 
not indicate the true activity on an airport, freight traffic is a factor which 
could be taken into account in the application of the criteria. 

13. What assurance the broader discretion under this bill would not be used 
to cut down on aid to airports so as to hamper competition by aviation with the 
railroads? 

There is no justification for the implication conveyed by this question. The 
larger discretionary fund proposed under 8S. 3410 would make it possible to 
increase aid to airports by assuring maximum utilization of available Federal 
funds. By permitting a more effective expenditure of Federal funds for airport 
development, this bill would prove of considerable benefit to civil aviation. In 
this connection, it is pertinent to note that the legislation has the support of 
major segments of the aviation industry, represented by the Air Transport Asso- 
ciation and the Airport Operators Council. 

14. Recommendation regarding terminal buildings by Airport Panel of Trans- 
portation Council carried condition that “all Federal agencies should pay for 
all space used, including construction and maintenance thereof, on a self-liqui- 
dating basis.” In citing this panel recommendation as support for proposal to 
eliminate terminal buildings, why was not this provision written into the 
proposed law? 

At the present time the Federal Government is entitled by law to receive 
rent-free space for particular purposes of benefit to the airport system. These 
purposes are set out in section 11 (5) of the Airport Act. The availability of 
such space to the Federal Government is based upon Federal participation in 
any part of the construction of the airport concerned and does not depend upon 
Federal participation in the construction of terminal buildings or other airport 
buildings which may be utilized. In fact, as a matter of administrative policy, 
the CAA has generally felt justified in seeking rent-free space for these same 
types of facilities, even at airports which receive no Federal aid whatever. 
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15. Policy in past, under Airport Act as well as McMahon Act (surplus prop 
erty disposal) has been to give cities revenue-producing facilities in connection 
with airports. Is that policy now to be reversed? Has it been a bad policy? 
Do you think Congress is ready to abandon that policy? 

S. 3410 — have no effect upon any laws governing the transfer of revenue 


produc ing facilities. owned by the Federal Government, to local co mmunities 
16. Senator Me Carran said “Under this bill the Secretary of Commerce would 
be given authority to legislate to the extent of fixing criteria for the making of 


airport grants which would thereafter be binding as law even upon the Secretary.” 
Is this true? 

Under the act, the Secretary of Commerce now has authority to fix criteria 
for the distribution of Federal airport funds. Such authority was written into 
the Federal Airport Act at the time of its enactment. 8S. 3410 would not in any 
way extend the authority of the Secretary of Commerce in this regard. The 
criteria which we have here made known to Congress are intended to assure that 
the general standards provided by the Federal Airport Act are carried out. 

17. Why is the Department not willing to accept responsibility for eliminat- 
ing terminal buildings in appropriate cases, under discretionary authority it 
now has? 

The Department would be willing to eliminate terminal buildings by admin 
istrative action However, as pointed out in our testimony before this com- 
mittee, we believe that amendment of the statute would provide a more clear- 
cut and longer term reorientation of the program than would be possible under 
administrative action alone. 

18. If this bill is tabled by the committee, will the Department be reluctant 
to press its budget estimate for an appropriation for the airport program? 

In a letter dated May 5, 1954, the Under Secretary of Commerce advised 
Senator Bridges, chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, that it has 
not been contemplated by this Department that the submission of an appropria- 
tion request for the airport program would be made contingent upon enactment 
of the legislation which we have recommended. We have not changed this 
position Furthermore, in testimony before this committee, the Department 
stated that an appropriation estimate for this program was expected to be 
transmitted by the President very shortly, and was not predicated upon passage 
of this bill. 


The Cuatrman. I was going to ask you about Ohio. Now, T have 
1» mind Columbus. We authorized a large bond issue there several 
years ago that hasn’t had the Feder: al funds available for participa 
tion, and I think the original plan was that there would be a contribu- 
tion in the terminal building, which has already started. 

Part of the tower is up already—the framework for it. I wonder 
what the condition would be under this bill, if it 1s enacted, in a pro- 
gram of that kind. 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, under this bill there would be an exclusion 
of all terminal building construction, or participation in terminals, 

The CuarMan. Even those which have already begun with that 
in mind 2 

Mr. Ler. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Do you know about the particular one I asked you 
about—Columbus, Ohio? 

Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, we are participating in a grant for the con- 
struction of the control tower at Columbus. 

The Cuamman. But that’s all that has been authorized ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

The Cuamman. The control tower. 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

The Cyarmman. Well, that would not be excluded under this bill, 
would it? That is part of the terminal building, of course. 

Mr. Ler. The bill blankets terminal buildings, as such, Mr. Chair- 


man, and does not permit participation in them in any way. 
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The CHarrMan. What about the tower construction? Would that 
be included in the prohibition ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Certainly, if it were a part of the terminal building, it 
would. 

The CuarrMan. Well, they are; aren’t they ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Usually they are; yes. 

The Cuatrrman. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Ler. There are some separate free-standing towers which have 
been constructed in the country. 

The CuairmMan. What about the rental on the use of the building, 
if the Federal Government uses part of the building; they pay rent 
on the part they use, do they not ? 

Mr. Ler. Our present policy, Mr. Chairman, on payment of the rent, 
is as follows: 

The Federal Government pays for space occupied by the airway 
traffic control center; it does not pay for space occupied by the airport 
traffic control tower and the associated equipment. 

On airports which have had Federal grants, the communications 
station is rent free, and the Weather Bureau is rent free. On certain 
airports which do not have Federal grants, the communications sta- 
tions are subject to payment of rental. 

I would like to add that in all cases the Federal Government pays 
for the normal operating expenses, such as heat, light, and janitor 
service. 

The Cuatrman. Now, will you for the record clarify just what the 
criteria might be for the distribution of the funds under the present 
75 percent allocation to the States and under the proposed 50 percent 
allocated to States? ; 

Mr. Ler. We have developed a table which would show under a 
tentative figure, which is strictly tentative, of a $380 million appro- 
priation, the effect on State allocations, with a 50- percent discretion- 
ary fund and 50 percent apportionment. 

In this table it is also compared with 75 percent apportionments, 
for fiscal years 1951, 1952, and 1953. 

The Cuarrman. What are the factors entering into apportionment ? 

Mr. Ler. The apportionment as between States is based upon (a) 
the relative land area of that State and (%) the relative population 
of that State. 

The Cuatrman. That is what I wanted to put in the record. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

The CHamrman. We will make those tables a part of the record. 

(The tables are as follows :) 
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Secretary Deartne. Mr. Chairman, may I make it crystal clear that 
this is a statistical exercise; st rictly hypothetical. 

The Crairman. Oh; it is determined by the amount of the appro- 
priation. 

Secretary Dearing. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. And will be either large or small. 

Secretary Dearne. Right. 

The Cuamman. According tothe appropriation. 

Secretary DEARING. Right. 

The CHarrMan. But upon the same ratio. 

Secretary Dearing. That is right; this isn’t a prediction on our 
part. 

The CHarrmMan. Any questions, Senator Hunt ? 

Senator Hunr. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have a few, either for Mr. 
Lee or Mr. Dearing: 

Who suggested this bill, and when was it written / 

Secretary Deartne. In my direct testimony I indicated that the 
bill is the result of a full year’s reappraisal of the airport program, 
by the Department of Commerce. The bill was prepared by the De- 
partment. 

Senator Hunt. Isee. It didn’t originate, then, inthe CAA ? 

Secretary DrartnGc. Well, the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
is a part of the Department. They have participated in the reap- 
praisal, throughout. 

Senator Hunt. Let me ask you how many State aeronautical com- 
missions you have contacted to see if they were in harmony with such 
a change in the apportionment of money. 

Secretary Dearine. I can’t answer that. Can you, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Ler. Senator Hunt, the State aeronautical commissions were 
not contacted in connection with the proposed amendment. I believe 
their representative is here to testify on the program. 

Senator Hunr. I wonder why they weren't, Mr. Lee; they are the 
people who have the greatest interest in this. 

Secretary Deartne. They were represented on the airport panel; 
at least, one of their members, not officially, as I understand it. 

The Cuarrman. Do you have the personnel of those two panels? 

Secretary Deartne. Yes, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. Will you submit that for the record ? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, the personnel is included in Senate Docu- 
ment 95. We would be glad to submit it for the record. 

(The information is as follows :) 


AIRPORT PANEL OF THE TRANSPORTATION COUNCIL 


Jennings Randolph, panel chairman, assistant to the president, Capital Airlines, 
Washington, D. C. 

Francis A. Bolton, president, American Association of Airport Executives ; super- 
intendent, Port Columbus Airport, Columbus, Ohio. 

Jean H. DuBuque, executive director and secretary, National Business Aircraft 
Association, Inc., Washington, D. C. 

J. D. Durand, secretary and assistant general counsel, Air Transport Association, 
Washington, D. C. 

Joseph B. Hartranft, president, Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Louis R. Inwood, past president, Airport Operators Council; director of aviation, 
International Airport, Philadelphia, Pa. 
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Foster V. Jones, member, Airport Operators Council; director, Louisville and 
Jefferson County Air Board, Louisville, Ky. 

A. B. McMullen, executive secretary, National Association of State Aviation 
Officials, Washington, D. C. 

Melvin H. Nuss, treasurer, American Association of Airport Executives; director, 
Municipal Airport, Reading, Pa. 

Donald W. Nyrop, Washington counsel, Conference of Local Airlines, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

Thomas K. Taylor, vice eae nt, Trans-World Airlines, Inc., Washington, D. C. 

R. W. F. Schmidt, manager, Tucson Municipal Airport, Tucson, Ariz. 


SPECIAL PANEL TO STUDY THE REPORT OF THI 
AIRPORT PANEL OF THE TRANSPORTATION COUNCII 


Clarence E. Galston, panel chairman, president, the Motor Haulage Co., New 

York, N. Y. 

Milton W. Arnold, Air Transport Association, Washington, D. C 
A. W. Frey, vice president and general traffic manager, National Oil Transport 

Corp., New York, N. Y. 

Charles H. Beard, general traffic manager, Union Carbide and Carbon Corp., 

New York, N. Y. 

John B. Keeler, consultant, Koppers Co., Inc., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Jennings Randolph, assistant to the president, Capital Airlines, Washington, D. C. 
Walter F. Carey, president, Automobile Carriers, Inc., Flint, Mich. 

John H: Frederick, professor of transportation, University of Maryland, College 

Park, Md. 

Gordon Locke, executive secretary and associate counsel, Committee for Pipe Line 

Cos., Washington, D. C, 

P. M. Shoemaker, president, Delaware, Lackawanna and Western Railroad Co., 

New York, N. Y. 

Brig. Gen. Lacy V. Murrow, executive director, Association of American Rail- 

roads, Washington, D. C. 

weno Hunr. Let me ask you if this doesn’t just about trans- 
fer to Washington practically complete control over all airport devel- 
cana nt. 

It takes drastically away from the States those rights and preroga- 
tives which to my way of thinking belong in the States, and not here 
in the Department of Commerce. 

Secretary Deartna. Well, in basic principle it is merely an increase 
over what is already provided by statute. It is a matter of degree. 

Senator Hunr. Of 25 percent. 

Secretary Deartnc. Whether or not the program can be operated 
more effectively with a 50 percent discretionary fund instead of 25 
percent. 

Now, as I have indicated in the testimony, the manner in which 
the 25 percent discretionary fund has been operated in the past gives 
no evidence of a desire on the part of the Department to concentrate 
these funds in any one State, or in any one particular type of airport. 
It isalla matter of 

Senator Hun. Well, the possibilities to do so are not so great 
under the 25 percent as they would be under the 50 percent. 

Secretary Dearing. Senator, this is the type of program where 
any tendency whatever on the part of the executive branch of the 
Government to abuse the discretion could be so immediately and 
directly identified that it could be corrected without the slightest 
difficulty. 

Senator Hunr. Well, that’s a matter of opinion, Mr. Dearing, 
whether it would be or whether it wouldn’t be. 

My State is opposed to this bill, and I think they are quite right 
in their position in being opposed to it. I would like to ask either 
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Mr. Dearing or Mr. Lee: What is the status of the present requested 
appropriation, and what is the amount ? 

Secretary Dearne. I will answer that 

We were authorized by the Bureau of the Budget this morning 
at 9 o'clock to report to the committee that a substantial budget request 
will be forthcoming shortly. We are not authorized to state the 
amount because it has not yet been approved by the P resident. 

The Cyuarrman. The release will be some time this week? 

Secretary Deartne. That is my understanding, sir. 

Senator Hunr. I understand it is in the neighborhood of $33 mil 
lion, Mr. ( ‘hairman. I may be w rong in that ficure. 

Let me ask you, Mr. Dearing: What type of studies did you make 
before recommending this change ? 

Now, I note here on your schedule, with reference to my State, 
that in 1949 we were not in a a to utilize the moneys coming 


tous. We were not in 1950 or 1951, but in 1952 we got down to where 
only about 30 percent of the moneys due Wyoming were not utilized. 

We are now ina ponieon, and waiting, and we're terrifically disap- 
pointed because nothing was done in the 1954 budget, and we will be 


In a position to utilize | sina ‘ally every cent that would come to us 
under the old formula. 

Now, we have no way of knowing what amount will be available 
to us under the new formula. 

Mr. Ler. Weil, sir, to cover the nature of the studies that have 
been conducted, the ‘vy are summarized in the exhibits which were pre- 
sented on the initial statement, which gives the his story of the use of 
discretionary funds. We have made additional statistical analyses 
of the past history and of the situation as it might exist with an 
appropriation in fiscal 1955, 

As you will note from the last exhibit which was presented to you 
with a figure of $30 million, I would like to repeat it is merely a 
figure which we assumed for statistical purposes, the State apportion- 
ments would be larger than they had been in several previous years. 

Of course, it goes with the amount of the total appropriation, as 
you pointed out. 

Senator Hunt. What was the last appropriation, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Ler. Approximately $11 million, Senator Hunt. 

Secretary Deartne. That was for project grants / 

Mr. Ler. For projects; yes. 

Senator Hun. Well, if this is in the area of $30 million or $33 
million, then under the present formula if funds were apportioned 
in the same percentage that they have been heretofore, we would, by 
virtue of the larger appropriation, get approximately the same 
amount of money that we have had in the past ? 

Of course, we don’t know that these larger appropriations will be 
continued. 

I think I can see in this a perfectly feasible argument on the part 
of areas of great density of population to just simply be able to pre- 
sent a better case or, in other words, bring more pressure to have 
these 50 percent funds spent in their areas, which I think will be very 
detrimental to the development of air travel out in the West, where 
we haven’t as yet been able to make as much progress as they have 
here in the east, and in the central States. 





“i 
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IT think the future deve lopme nt of air travel is voing to de spe nd, to 
a very great extent, on feeder air saa ane if we don’t have sufficient 
and adequate facilities to take care of those feeder lines out in the 
West, so we can get air services into these communities, we naturally 
are going to suffer, and I’m very hesitant to give my approval at this 
time to this particular bill, written as it is. 

That is all Ihave, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Dearne. Senator, just one comment on that: 

In the pre pared testimony, you will note that the 760 airports 
that would be eligible under these proposed tighten-up criteria account 
for 99.6 percent of all scheduled airline passengers in the domestic 
United States, so that we are not excluding from eligibility even by 
this tightened proposed tightening of the criteria, any significant 
number of airports which at the moment generate any significant 
amount of scheduled airline traffic. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Dearing, you can’t judge an increase in air 
travel from the number of turports now in existence or those that 
recently have come into existence. The increase in volume in air trans 
portation is going to be in the future development of airports in those 
areas not now served by airlines. 

We are repeating here the history of railroading, when it was built, 
and if we want to continue to develop the West and those areas that 
need first to get an airport before we can get service into our com- 
munities, it seems to me we have got to be very careful in seeing that 
they get their just allocation of these moneys. 

Secret: ry Dearne. Of course, the need for flexibility and taking 
into account future developments is one reason we did not propose 
these criteria to be written into the statute. We wanted to retain the 
necessary flexibility to accommodate the criteria to developing con- 
ditions. 

Senator Hunt. I have no other questions. 

The CuatrmMan. Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monroney. How would you ever get an airport for a com 
munity that would be scheduled for a feeder line but had never had 
service before, under this 3,000 passengers a year criteria ? 

Mr. Lee. Senator Monroney, the criteria of 3,000 enplaned pas- 
sengers and 30 based aircraft do have to be excepted to in certain cases. 

Now, in the case of a new airport, a facility which had not had any 
opportunity to build up either based aircraft or enplaned passengers, 
it would be necessary to us Pseeee ways of determining what the amount 
of traffic or the amount of based aircraft would be. We would study 
comparable communities and from that come to a conclusion as to 
whether it would be qualified. 

I might say the same thing applies to an airport which has been 
inadequate for air carrier service, although the location has been certi 
fied by the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

Senator Monronery. What is the criteria on the based aircraft ? 

The CuatrmMan. Just one moment before you proceed. 

Senator Monronry. Yes, sir. 

The Crarman. Is that discretionary authority permissible under 
this bill ? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. 


The CHatrMan. It is. 
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Senator Monroney. On the airport based planes, is there any 
criteria there, W hether they are Piper Cubs or whether they are DC 
or anything else? I mean, is it just 30 aircraft on the field which are 
flyable ¢ 

Mr. Lee. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. That would offset, then, the 3,000, or is that 
plus the 3,000 enplat ed passengers £ 

Mr. La Ee. It could be either one or the other, Or a combination of 
the two. The ratio would be a hundred enplaned passengers as the 
equivalent of one based aircraft, in effect. So, with 2,500 enplaned 
passengers and 5 based aircraft, you would still have an airport 
qualify. 

Senator Monroney. It is not the idea, though, to have more than 
one airport ina town in which you are aidi ng, Is it ? 

For Instance, we have a great many air parks and private flying 
clubs which will have over 30 private planes there for sportsmen 
pilots. Is it your idea this fund would be available not only for one 
main, principal airport, but for auxiliary airports, for private flying, 
ils well] ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, that would be the case; yes, sir. 

The Cnatrman. The private airports are excluded in this bill en- 
tirely, aren’t they ? 

Mr. Ler. If they are privately owned. 

The CuairmMan. That is what I meant. 

Mr. Ler. But if they are public airports they are eligible basically, 
vithin the act; and if they have a sufficient amount of activity to indi- 
cate a national interest in them, they would then qualify for Fed- 
eral aid. 

Senator Monroney. If you had a municipally owned airport, we 
will say, built to service an aircraft factory, then with more than 30 
planes based there that airport would be eligible under this act; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. It would seem to me this 50 percent formula 
cuts down the certain money to only seven States that would have over 
SHO0.000 of Federal money to spend, 

I am just tabulating the number. You have California, Illinois. 
Michigan, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas which would be 
~ only ones that would exceed $500,000 in certain Federal funds 

inder this act, and you only have 10 other States that would go over 

£300,000. That won't buy much of an airport these days. 

Mr. Ler. That is assuming a 30 million dollar appropriation. 

Senator Monroney. Yes: and it is not likely the sum wy greatly 
exceed that, although perh: age 33 million might be the figure: but from 
the standpoint of pl: inning, it seems to me with only seven States eligi- 
ble for more th: an $500,000 there is voiIng to bea oreat deal of discre 
tionary eo ity that actually will put the entire airport program in 
charge of Was hington, rather than hav ing the States deve ‘lop their 
needs as ihe Vv SeE » fit. 

Mr. Ler. Well, the amount apportioned to the States is reduced by 
one-third under this new formula, of course. 

Senator Monronery. Of course, that is more than they had last 
year or the year before. : 


Mr. Ler. Yes. 
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Senator Monroney. So, that helps to some extent. 

The CuatrmMan. That ison = basis of $30 million. 

Senator Monronry. Yes, si 

In the construction of hana facilities, this money would include 
your other improvements, such as radar control and high intensity 
lighting and communications, and all those things ? 

Mr. Lee. The airport program does not cover the navigation facil- 
ities or the traffic control facilities. 

The only item among those you listed are high intensity runway 
lights, which can be financed under the Federal airport program, 
under a 75 percent Federal participation and 25 percent sponsor’s 
partic ipation. 

The radar and the instrument landing system, the high intensity 
approach lights and other aids to navigation and traffic control are 
provided under the appropriation “Establishment of air navigation 
facilities” under the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 

Senator Mo NRONEY. Do you have any estim: ites to show whether 
any of the States would be left complete ‘ly out of eer? for this 
under your ¢ 3,000 enplaned passengers per year and your 30 aircraft ? 

Secretary Dearinc. We have. 

Mr. Ler. There would be no State that would be completely left 
out. 

Senator Monroney. That 99.6 percent of traffic would clear every 
State barrier, would it / 

Mr. Ler. Well, it would include one or more communities in every 
State. 

Senator Monroney. Do you have a breakdown showing any of the 
existing airline or feeder airline points that would be left out under 
this? 

Mr. Ler. We can furnish that for the record. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to see that. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hunt. May I ask one more question, Mr. Chairman ? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Senator Hunr. I wonder if you have a breakdown of the number 
of airports which were scheduled for Federal aid but would not qualify 
under the criteria setup of the 3,000 passengers. I am sure that hits 
my town. 

Mr. Ler. Senator Hunt, we have an historical analysis of the air 
port Act in the past which we can furnish, which shows what has been 
in the past. 

Now, we have not prepared an airport program for fiscal year 1955 
and, consequently, we could not give you anything on that. 

Senator Hunt. I have in mind one city in my State, Riverton, Wyo., 
which is the greatest revenue producer in my State for the Frontier 
Airlines, but I don’t believe it has 3,000 passengers a year; yet, it has, 
I think, 16 planes in and out of there a day. 

Mr. Ler. Senator, we have an exhibit— 

Senator Hunt. There may be an error on that. 

Secretary Deartne. How many based planes does it have ? 

Senator Hunt. I would think 4 or 5. 

Mr. Ler. Senator, we have an exhibit analyzing the location for 
certificated airline service, in which locations in this country are classi- 


fied by: 
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(a) Where the service generates less than 3,000 enplaned passengers 
and the airport does not have compensating general aviation activity; 

(>) Those places not served and the al port has less than 30 based 
aircraft; and 

(c) Not served and the airport has 30 or more based aircraft. 

I will be glad to submit that. 

Senator Hunt. Fortunately, some of my communities have already 
had Federal aid, and I am glad of it, because under this bill they would 
never get it. 

I have no more questions. 

The Cuarmman. That will be made a part of the record then, and 
we may all see it. 

(The data referred to isas follows :) 


LOCATIONS CERTIFICATED FOR AIRLINE SERVICI 
3,000 enplaned passengers and airport 
s not have compensating general aviation activity. 
b) Not served, airport has less than 30 based aircraft 
c) Not served, but airport has 30 or more based aircraft 


a) Where service generates less than 


Summary 


Less than 3,000 passengers and without compensating general aviation 
activity . 134 
(b) Not served, and less than 30 based aircraft 63 
Subtotal 197 
(c) Not served, but with 30 or more based aircraft 6 


irline airports which do not have 3.000 enplaned passengers or 80 hased aircraft 
} } 
or egu alent combination 


New London 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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airports which do not have 8,000 enplaned passengers or 30 based aircraft 
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NV 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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The Cuarrman. Mrs. Bowring. 

Senator Bowrine. No. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. I have here an analysis of the amendments to the 
original act, sort of a history and review of it, that I want to make a 


f part of the record at this time. 
(The analysis referred to is as follows :) 
P 

BILL IN Sist ConGress To RaArIse AtRPoRT DISCRETIONARY FUND TO 60 PERCEN’ 
a During the Sist Congress, 8. 1284 was introduced to amend section 6 of the 
f Federal Airport Act, to strike out the figure “75” in the first sentence of sub 


section (a) and insert in lieu thereof the figure “60.” 
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On July 20, 1949, Senator Edwin Johnson, for the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, filed a favorable report on S. 1284. The committee reported 
an amendment to the bill which did not affect the percentage ratio of the “dis- 
< retionary fund.” 

This bill, S. 1284, was brought up on the Senate Consent Calendar and put over 
several times until finally, on October 17, 1949, an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute was proposed by Senator Cordon. This substitute was the result 
of an effort to work out a compromise. The substitute provided that the per- 
centage of the discretionary fund should not be changed from the existing 25 
percent. The substitute made provision for reapportionment of funds that were 
not used by the several States. Senator Cordon filed a statement in explana- 
tion of the substitute, which is found on page 14774 of the Congressional Record 
of October 17, 1949. The substitute was approved by the Senate on October 17; 
later, perfecting amendments were incorporated, and the bill eventually became 
Public Law 382 of the 81st Congress, approved October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. 903). 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR CoRDON RE THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO §S. 1284 


I would like to point out that the proposed amendment to §S. 1284, which I in- 
troduced on October 12, 1949, for myself, the junior Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. Hendrickson), and the junior Senator from Kansas (Mr. Schoeppel), 
would not change the present ratio governing the distribution of appropriated 
funds between the discretionary fund and the apportioned funds. Instead, it 
would amend the Federal Airport Act to provide that once funds have been 
apportioned for use within particular States, they shall remain available for 
such use only during the fiscal year for which they were appropriated, rather 
than during the entire life of the Federal-aid airport program as is now pro- 
vided. Under my amendment, at the expiration of each fiscal year all appor- 
tioned moneys remaining unexpended or unobligated would be redistributed and 
reapportioned on the existing 75-25 percent basis exactly in the same manner 
in which appropriations have been distributed and apportioned in the past. In 
other words, 25 percent of any unused balance of a State apportionment would go 
into the discretionary fund and the remaining 75 percent of such balance would 
be reapportioned among all of the States, including, of course, the State which 
has an unexpended or unobligated balance. 

I would like to emphasize that the amendment contains a provision which pro- 
vides that any funds apportioned for a State out of the appropriations previ- 
ously made for the fiscal years 1947, 1948, and 1949, which remain unexpended 
or unobligated for projects at the expiration of 90 days after the effective date of 
the proposed act, shall be redistributed and reapportioned on the 75-25 percent 
basis. 

I would like to call the Senate’s attention to exhibit A, which has been pre- 
pared by the Civil Aeronautics Administration and follows this statement. It 
shows the fiscal effects of my amendment to S. 1284. Column 1 shows the total 
amount of apportionment to each State from the appropriations made for fiscal 
years 1947, 1948, and 1949, or a total of $77,947,750. Column 2 shows the amounts 


which have been placed under grant agreement in each of the States as of June 
30, 1949, amounting to $76,667,742. In column 2A are shown the amounts in 


dollars of the grant agreements in column 2 which were made from State-appor- 
tioned funds. The total of these figures is $60,860,800. Since all available appor- 
tioned funds in a State are obligated prior to obligating any discretionary fund 
in that State, column 2A is equal to the corresponding item in column 1 or col- 


> 


umn 2, whichever is smaller. In column 3 are shown the unobligated balances, 
which is the difference between the total State apportionment shown in column 
1 and the amount of the State apportionment under grant agreement as shown 
in column 2A. This unobligated total balance for all States amounts to 
$17,086,950 as of June 30, 1949. 

Column 4 shows the portion of the unobligated balance from each State which 
would be made available for discretionary use in accordance with the provisions 
of the amendment, that is, 25 percent of the balance will become available for 
discretionary use. 

In column 5 is shown the portion of the unobligated balance for each State 
which would be made available for reapportionment and is equal to 75 percent 
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of the amount shown in column 3. In column 6 is shown the share for each 
State of the reapportioned portion of the total unobligated balance for all States, 
This is computed by applying the population-area formula, as specified in the 
Federal Airport Act, to the total amount available for reapportionment as shown 
in column 5. In columns 7 and 8 are shown the loss or gain in apportioned funds 
for each State based on the reapportionment of 75 percent of the total unobli- 
gated balance as of June 30, 1949. These figures are determined by comparing 
column 8 and column 6, since column 3 shows the amount derived from each 
State for redistribution and.column 6 shows the amount which is reapportioned 
to each State. 

Column 10 shows the total amount of State-apportioned funds which would 
be available for each State during fiscal year 1950, This is computed by adding 
the State’s share of the reapportioned funds as shown in column 6 of the State's 
regular apportionment (column 9) from $386 million ($27 million State appor- 
tionment; $9 million discretionary) appropriated for projects within the States 
during the fiscal year 1950. 

An examination of this procedure, you will observe, reveals that States which 
are making less than average progress in placing the available fund under grant 
agreement will lose State-apportioned funds and those States which are show 
ing progress better than average will gain in State apportioned funds. 

Generally speaking, those States which gain in State apportionments are the 
same States which have required the use of discretionary funds. It will be noted 
that 28 States gain in State apportionment and 26 States, including the District 
of Columbia, will have their balance of State apportionment reduced. 

A careful examination of column 8 of the tabulation shows that a total of 
18 States had no unobligated balance of State apportioned funds as of June 
30, 1949. These 18 States are: California, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Mary- 
land, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Ten- 
nessee, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin. All of 
these States will gain in State apportioned funds upon the enactment of the 
bill, as amended, the total amount varying from approximately $37,000 for Ver- 
mont up to approximately $700,000 each for California and New York. 

Four other States, Arkansas, Florida, Michigan, and Texas, which had 
unobligated balances will receive a greater amount from the reapportionment 
under the amendment. These amounts vary from approximately $29,000 for 
Florida to more than $700,000 for Texas. 

Twenty-six States and the District of Columbia will have a reduction in the 
amount of State-apportioned funds, ranging from a loss of $33,000 for Okla- 
homa to a maximum of $1,294,000 for Montana. Thirteen of these States and 
the District of Columbia will still have available for the fiscal year 1950 total 
State-apportioned funds exceeding the entire amount which was placed under 
grant agreement in that State during the first 3 years of the program. Of the 
remaining 13 States, all will have an amount of State-apportioned funds avail 
able for this fiscal year totaling more than 60 percent of that which they obli- 
gated during the first 3 years of the program. It is apparent that this will result 
in no hardship in those States unless the rate of expenditure on airport projects 
in such State is sharply increased during this year. This situation is possible 
in a few States such as Rhode Island, Massachusetts, and Delaware, where 
the largest potential projects in the State have not been undertaken during the 
past 8 years. There will, however, be ample funds available in the additional 
$4,271,000 of discretionary fund to take care of these situations. 

I would like to emphasize that this amendment provides more funds for the 
urgently needed projects than the original bill because it takes away more of 
the unobligated balance in those States having unusually high balances. For 
example, under the original bill, Wyoming’s State apportionment would have 
been reduced from $1,792,585 to $1,434,068, while under the proposed amend- 
ment the State apportionment of $1,792,585 will be reduced to $667,256, a gain 
of approximately $750,000 to be applied to projects in other States. Thus, the 
proposed amendment is considered by persons and organizations which have a 
vital stake in this legislation to be far more effective than the original bill 
without jeopardizing the State’s right to its share of any appropriation as speci- 
fied in the Federal Airport Act 

In conclusion, I would like to state once more: this amendment has been 
endorsed by the Civil Aeronautics Administration and by the aviation associa- 
tions which have an interest in this bill hecause it annears to represent a satis 
factory solution to the problem of the redistribution to the several States of 
unobligated Federal funds to further the Federal airport program. 
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Mr. Cuatrman. I also have a letter from the Honorable Chan 
Gurney, Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, which just came 
in a few minutes ago, which I would like to make a part of the record 


] 


at this point. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


Civit AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 24, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. BricKER 

Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR BricKeER: This is in reply to your letter of May 20, 1954, relat- 
ing to the Board’s report of no comment submitted in respect of 8S. 3410, a bill 
to amend sections 2(a), 6(a), and 9(d) of the Federal Airport Act, as amended. 

In considering this bill before the submission of its original report, the Board 
gave some thought to the possible economic consequences of the proposed 
amendments on air carrier expenses. After receiving your letter of May 20, we 
have again considerd the bill, and this reconsideration only confirms our earlier 
conclusion—that whatever economic consequences might flow as a result of the 
proposed amendment with respect to air carrier expenses, they are so specula- 
tive that we cannot state what effect, if any, such amendments would have on 
air carrier finances. 

Assuming that appropriations for Federal airport grants are to be the same, 
whether S. 3410 is enacted or not, it is a matter of judgment as to where the 
expenditure of those funds would produce the most benefit to air transportation. 
It may well be that devoting all the moneys to improvements in runways, 
lighting, and other physical facilities used in the navigation and landing of air- 
craft would bring about increased safety of operations, which would indirectly 
redound to the benefit of all air carriers. It could also prove to be the case that 
confining airport grants in aid to the larger airports would tend to benefit air 
transportation more than would be the case if part of it were spent on airports 
used only infrequently and proportionately little by air carriers. However, 
these matters are essentially within the province of the Secretary; the Board 
has not studied them either at length or in detail, and consequently is not in 
a position to give the committee an informed opinion on them. 

fhe elimination of terminal buildings from the coverage of the Airport Act 
conceivably might affect the expenses of air carriers leasing space in airpoprt 
terminal buildings built or improved after the enactment of the bill. How- 
ever, under the present Federal Airport Act, as the Board understands it, the 
Secretary is empowered to disapprove any project relating to airport terminal 
buildings, and if it were his practice to disapprove any such expenditures, 
the amendment would bring about no change in the current situation. Addi- 
tionally, it should be noted that the studies of charges for terminal space which 
the Board has made to date do not indicate any appreciable difference in level 
irrespective of whether Federal funds have been used in the construction of 
the buildings or not In other words, it appears that factors other than Goy- 
ernment construction aid have played a predominant part in arriving at the 
amount of charges for terminal space. It also is possible, of course, that with- 
out Federal aid terminal buildings may be somewhat less adequate. Local 
communities may spend on such terminal buildings only that amount which 
they would have spent had there been a grant under the Federal Airport Act. 





The result of such course of would be that the terminal buildings might 
be | elaborate, and perhaps barely adequate. 

With respect to the standard of national interest which the bill would in- 
troduce in the Federal Airport Act, the Board believes that the results of this 
amendment would also be completely speculative insofar as increases in airline 
costs are concerned. Certainly the larger and medium-sized airports would 
qualify under the standard It is probable that most of the smaller local service 
stons 1 1 al qualify, althongh it is conceivable that some might not In 
the e of rports which would not qualify for Federal aid, the costs for the 
same rport facilities would be greater to the communities, which, it may be 
assumed, they would desire to pass on to the air carriers and other users of the 
airports. However, there is no assurance that any given local community would 
provide the same ilities, or if it did that other users of the airport would 





not pay the e proportion of the increased costs. If a community were to 


attempt to levy exhorbitant charges on air carriers for the use of small airports. 





' 
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the Board believes that its power to authorize suspension of service at the 
airport is a sufficient shield to prevent gouging of air carriers. 

As a result of the foregoing, the Board believes that considerations other 
than the effect of this bill on airline expenses should be controlling, and with 
respect to these other considerations, the Board has no comment. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cran GURNEY, Chairman, 

Senator Monroney. Does he support these amendments or not? 
Do you know ? 

The CuarrMan. Here is the letter. I haven’t read the letter. 

Mr. Murray will be here to testify later in the week for the Com- 
merce Department. 

Are there any other questions? If not, we thank you very much. 

Secretary Deartne. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Ler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHairMan. The next witness will be Mr. Randy Haskell Ham- 
ilton, director of the Washington office of the American Municipal 
Association. 

Good morning, Mr. Hamilton. 

Mr. Hamiton. Mr. Chairman, because of the intense interest of 
our association in this bill, I would request the privilege of reading 
my prepared statement. 

The CuHarrman. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF RANDY HASKELL HAMILTON, DIRECTOR OF THE 
WASHINGTON OFFICE, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Hasketi. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee and 
Senator Bowring, I am Randy H. Haskell, director of the Washing- 
ton office of the American Municipal Association, the national asso- 
ciation representing 12,000 municipalities in 44 States. It is the largest 
organization representing city governments in the world. 

The CHarrMan. Your association is part of the overall government 
association program under Frank Bane, is it not ? 

Mr. Hamitron. That is the Council of State Governments; yes, sir, 
composed of State leagues in 44 States, including the Ohio Municipal 
League, John Stutz’s Kansas Municipal League, Dave Fudge’s Okla- 
homa Municipal League and the Nebraska League of Municipalities, 
of which Mr. Beale is executive director. 

The CuarrMan. Forty-four out of the forty-eight States? 

Mr. Hamirron. Yes, sir. 

The provisions of S. 3410 are of a more direct, intimate and vital 
concern to the cities of the United States than to any other single 
group. Cities own and operate the major airports of the Nation. They 
were the chief sponsors of the Federal Airport Act of 1946, which 
S. 3410 seeks to amend. My remarks are reflective, therefore, of the 
considered judgment of those public officials who are ultimately 
responsible for the operation of 95 percent of the Nation’s airports. 

I should like to discuss the amendments proposed in S. 3410, in 
the order in which they appear in the bill: 


I. FEDERAL AID TO TERMINAL BUILDINGS 


S. 3410 proposes to eliminate Federal aid to terminal buildings. 
The American Municipal Association opposes this position. In the 
first place, if the Cleveland airport accommodates a passenger in inter- 
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state commerce while he is sitting in an airplane on the runway, it is 
perfectly obvious that that sam passenger’s use of t] 1e terminal build- 
ings facilities 1s also i partotlh interstate journey 

At the outset of this discussion it would be useful to set the record 
straight regarding the proposal. Accompanying the introduction of 
». 0410 isa let cr from Secre tary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks. This 
letter is printed in the Congressional Record of May 6, 1954, page 
5759. The letter gives as supporting evidence for this suggested 


amendment the following statement: 

It is pertinent to note that the exclusion of terminal buildings from Federal 
aid was recommended by the Airport Panel of the [Commerce] Department’s 
Transportation Council 

Secretary Weeks’ letter did not present the full recommendation of 
that pal el. No doubt this was because ot the necessity for brevity. 
However, I should like to take the time of this committee to quote 
the full recommendation because I think it is the kernel of the pro- 
posal. It appears on page 27 of the Report of the Airport Panel of 
the Transportation Council of the Department of Commerce on the 
Growth of the United States Airport Syste m, which has already been 
made a part of the record. 

The panel was appointed by Mr. Weeks’ Under Secretary for Trans- 
saat on, Mr. Murray, and was printed as Senate Document 95, 
83d Congress. The full recommendation is as follows: 

1. Terminal buildings: It is the opinion of the panel that terminal buildings 
should not receive Federal aid. These structures are revenue-producing facili- 
ties and are capable of being privately financed in the same manner as other 
business buildings. Corollary to this view are two principles: 

(1) All occupants of building space should share the cost of lobbies, restrooms 
and other public use space; 

(2) All Federal agencies should pay for all space used, including construction 
and maintenance thereof, on a self-liquidating basis. 

In order to facilitate the normal private financing of terminal buildings and 
improvements thereto, the Federal Government should lift such restrictions as 
miliary recapture rights and free space occupancy clauses. 

I regret to say, gentlemen, and Mrs. Bowring, that the proposed 
amendment falls far short of meeting this recommendation. It is 
unworkable in terms of equity and justice. Municipalities find it 
difficult, as I have said, with the military recapture rights and free- 
space occupancy clauses present, to secure financing on a revenue build- 
ing if the Government retains the right to recapture the airport be- 
cause of military necessity. 

The Cuarrman,. Of course, they could do that, anyway. 

Mr. Hamitron. Yes, sir; but if the actual contract is so written 
and you go toa banker and yous ay, “T would like to finance the build- 
ing on a revenue-producing basis,” he says, “Well, you have to satisfy 
us you are going to hs — the reven ue,” ; and he Says, “T see you have a 
contract already signed and executed which says Uncle Sam can take 
it over tomorrow morning. I am certainly not going to buy those 
bonds.” 

The Cruarrman. You don’t mean any banker is going to be kidded 
by thinking the Government cannot do it in the absence of any such 
clause in the contract ? 

Mr. Hamiuron. No; but I say it makes it more difficult. 

The Cuarrman. Of course, if they take it over, they would have to 
do it with compensation. : 
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Mr. Haminton. Yes, sir. 

‘The Cuarrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Hamitron. The second point we make with reference to that 
proposal is that it is doubtful the Government will save any money 
by it. 

The Congress has just passed a so-called lease-purchase bill be- 
cause it has decided that it would be cheaper for the Federal Govern- 
ment to participate in a building program for its needs rather than 
pay rent. Certainly the Federal Government cannot hope to occupy 
valuable terminal building space without paying rent. 

If the present Congress is right in passing the lease-purchase bill, 
then it must also be equally true that it would save Federal funds in 
the long run to get free use of valuable space by participating in the 
cost of the construction of the terminal. 

You cannot expect the municipalities to give the Federal Govern- 
ment free space. You can, if this amendment passes, expect to have 
to pay rent in these buildings. 

The Federal Government engages in substantial and important oper- 
ations in these buildings. All international airports, for instace, have 
customs stations, immigration stations and Public Health Service 
facilities connected with them. For the most part, the Federaj Gov- 
ernment gets free space to fulfill its needs in performing these func- 
tions. It gets such space because of Federal participation in the 
terminal building. 

If the municipality is faced with a Government demand for free 
space, as opposed to the willingness of a private concessionaire to 
pay rent for that same space, isn’t it likely to assume that the Federal 
Government’s request will be denied or that the space allocated will 
be unsuited to the Government’s needs? 

The necessity of producing the revenue to pay off the construction 
costs of the building would make it imperative that the municipality 
rent the space out, instead of providing it to Uncle Sam for free. 

In addition, most major airports now have post offices connected 
with them, usually located in the terminal building. Once again, 
in some cases, there is free space for a Government function. 

The Cuamrrman. Why do you say “in some cases” ? 

Mr. Haminron. Since preparing the original draft of this, I have 
made a further check, sir, and I find it is only true in about 50 percent 
of the cases. 

Does the Federal Government expect the municipalities to provide 
free space in terminal buildings for the Post Office Department if 
the Government does not participate in the cost of constructing the 
building? 

Finally, the Secretary of Commerce’s letter accompanying S. 3410 
points out that the very thing which the amendment requests is already 
possible under the law. In part, he says: * * * terminal buildings 
may now be excluded from Federal-aid participation through admin- 
istrative action under the present law—and then goes on to state 
that he does not want to retain this administrative flexibility. This 
is particularly peculiar to comprehend because the second amend- 
ment proposed in S. 3410 is justified on the basis of administrative 
flexibility. So, in the same bill, in two different sections, we find 
a proposal for straitjacketing the right to use Federal funds on 
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airport terminal buildings because the Secretary of Commerce does 
not want the flexibility now accorded him in the present law; and 
at the same time he wants greater flexibility to allow him to spend 
up to 50 percent of what may be a $30 million appropriation, com- 
pletely within his own discretion. 

For the reasons indicated above, the American Municipal Asso- 
ciation opposes the removal of terminal buildings from the list of air- 
port items eligible to receive Federal aid. We urge you to allow 
the present law to stand unamended, so as to allow such aid when 
it is necessary, useful, and in the national interest. 


II. INCREASE IN DISCRETIONARY FUND TO 50 PERCENT OF APPROPRIATION 


The second proposed amendment to the Federal Airport Act con- 
tained in S. 3410 has as its purpose the doubling of the discretionary 
fund, spendable in the wisdom of the Secretary of Commerce. As 
operating city officials we know and are aware of the value of ad- 
ministrative flexibility. The present law provides the Secretary 
with a discretionary fund equal to 25 percent of the appropriation. 
Thus, 75 percent of the appropriated funds are allotted to the States 
in a manner quite similar to the dozens of such allotment plans in 
effect for other appropriations and functions. 

We suggest that thoughtful study be given to this proposal and 
that the committee consider the various ramifications inherent in pro- 
viding a discretionary fund which quite conceivably may total 15 or 20 
million dollars a year. 

It is suggested that the desired flexibility might be achieved by 
adopting a common device which would allow the funds which are 
allocated to each State to remain available for 2 additional years 
after the close of the fiscal year for which they were appropriated. 
This practice is common among other Federal departments and is 
used extensively in relation to other Federal aid and grant programs, 
particularly those which entail extensive construction and building 
projects. 


lil. CHANGE IN BASIC PURPOSE OF THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


The third amendment proposed by the bill S. 3410, would change 
the basic purpose and approach to the national airport plan, from 
that which is now the rule. The present law now reads as follows: 


In order to bring about, in conformity with the national airport plan prepared 
and from time to time revised as provided in this act, the establishment of a 
nationwide system of public airports adequate to meet the present and future 
needs of civil aeronautics, The Administrator * * * is authorized * * * to make 
grants * * * 


and so forth. 

Please note that the emphasis is on a national system of airports 
to meet the present and future needs of civil aeronautics. 

The American Municipal Association agrees with and favors this 
approach to the problem. It does not agree with and does not favor 
the approach suggested by the proposed amendment in S. 3410. 
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The proposed amendment states that Federal participation should 
only be forthcoming 
if he 
the Secretary of ¢ omnerce— 
is satisfied that the project will contribute to the accomplishment of the purpose 
of the act and is of sufficient national importance to warrant finan ial participa 
tion by the United States. 

In the first place, this is already the law of the land. Certainly no 
Federal funds have been authorized and appropriated by the Congress 
and spent under the direction of the Secretary of Commerce Tor pro]- 
ects which were not “in the national interest,” or which did not con- 
tribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of this act.” ‘This point 
is so obvious as to need no further comment. 

Secondly, I call your attention to the fact that there are no suggested 
standards set forth in the proposed amendment as to what constitutes 
an airport in the national interest. ‘The present act does make this 
definition by providing that any airport that is part of a national 
system of airports and which contributes to civil aviation is eligible 
for Federal aid. In place of this definition of national interest, what 
does the proposed amendment offer ¢ 

Only the words that the Secretary of Commerce must be “satisfied” 
that the project will contribute to the accomplishment of the purposes 
of the act. Specifically it says that “only if he is satisfied.” We sug- 
gest that the proposed amendment has as its purpose the substitution 
of bureaucratic opinion for stated congressional policy. We oppose 
the amendment because we do not think the Congress can or should 
abdicate its responsibility to determine what constitutes an airport in 
the national interest. If the Congress wishes to define this matter 
more closely it should do so. It should not allow the definition to be 
made by bureaucratic whim or by arbitrary juggling of figures pulled 
out of a hat. 

This Nation’s airport system was constructed for the most part on 
& Federal-municipal partnership basis. It should continue that way, 
with the Congress setting the standards by which the sponsoring 
municipality’s claim is to be judged. 

Thirdly, it is not desirable to more closely circumscribe the “national 
interest” in airports than is now done in the act. How do you decide 
what is in the national interest ? 

The Cuarrman. I will have to be excused for just a moment. Sena- 
tor Schoeppel will take over while I am gone. I will be right back. 

Senator Scnorrret, Proceed, Mr. Hamilton. 

Mr. Hamintron. Can anyone definitely determine that an airport 
which presumably is not in the national interest today will not so be 
tomorrow? Can anyone determine when the small airports from which 
the Nation’s Civil Air Patrol operates ceased to be in the national 
interest ? 

Up until today those airports are in the national interest. The 
adoption of the criteria now being considered by the Commerce 
Department would remove many of those airports from the list of 
those in the national interest. It is a bold plan, indeed, that proposes 
to determine that these airports are not in the national interest. 

How about the growth of helicopter service? Wil] this have any 
effect on an airport in the national interest? How about the growth 
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of the local airline service in the United States? Are these airports 
in the national interest ? 

On this point, let me refer to the Congressional Record of May 19, 
1954 (p. A-8675 which has described the growth of air transporta- 
tion by these local airlines in the period since World War IT. It is 
nothing short of astounding! A study made by Frontier Airlines 
showed that in the year 1952 Fro tier Airlines developed 997.8 pas- 
sengers per 1,000 population from 25 cities served on its route system 
which were under 25,000 population each, while 30 cities under 25,000 
population each in the same general geographical area served exclu- 
sively by trunklines, developed only 132.4 passengers per 1,000 
population. 

Another example will demon trate this fact. Johnstown, Pa., was 
served in 1948 by one carrier—a trunk. In that vear approximately 
3,300 passengers were served. In 1949 Allegheny Airlines, a local serv- 
ice line, was certificated and began serving Johnstown, and the trunk 
line was suspended. In 1949, 7.600 passengers used Allegheny’s serv- 
ice from Johnstown, and in 1953 more than 20,000 passengers were 
served. 

Today we have 14 local service airlines which have a route structure 
of approximately 30,000 miles and serve more than 430 cities in 42 
States. Over 43 million people reside in the cities served by the local 
airlines. 

The record of progress of the local airlines is pointed up in the fol- 
lowing tables: 


Local service airline traffic, 1945 
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This type of growth was possible because the local airlines are de- 
voted completely to the small- and intermediate-sized communities 
and have geared their flight operations and sales programs to fit these 
communities’ requirements. 

Now these statistics prove one thing, if nothing else. They prove 
that the national interests lies not in the development of any particular 
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airport or class of airports. It proves that the national interest lies in 
the development of a system of national airports. The proposed 
amendment would destroy the system concept and for that reason it is 
a poorly thought-out yroposal. 

I would like to add that these local feeder airports are essential 
we are to have a national system of airports and if we are to develop 
the capabilities of aviation travel in the United States. 

The interest of the United States of America, as the present law 
clearly points out and as the transportation policy of the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States so aply puts it is that “the national 
interest in the provision of adequate nationwide system justifies reason- 
able Federal aid for this purpose, The Federal Airport Act of 1946 is 
the basis for such participation. 

The Nation’s interest is in a system of airports, just as it is in a sys- 
tem of highways. This Congress has just passed the largest Feder: al- 
aid highway authorization bill in the Nation’s history—nearly $2 bil- 
lion to be spent during fiscal 1956 and 1957 on a national system of 
highways. 

It would be preposterous to suggest that Federal aid be confined 
only to the primary road system of the United States. Yet the pro- 
posed amendment in S. 3410 suggests what is tantamount to the same 
thing for airports. The Department of Commerce has informed the 
staff of this committee, and indeed the committee itself that nearly 
two-thirds of the nation’s total road mileage is not eligible for I ‘ederal 
aid. The precise figures, which I shall be hap py to supply for them, is 
that only 673,137 miles out of the Nation’s total road mileage of 
3,249,945 is eligible for Federal aid. 

But what the Department did not tell this committee is that the 
673,137 miles of roads which are eligible for Federal aid carry 83 per- 
cent of the rural vehicle road mileage. If one-half of the total of 500 
billion motor vehicle miles which were driven in the United States last 
year is credited to urban streets eligible for Federal aid, the percentage 
of total traffic carried on the streets and highways eligible for Federal 
aid will be somewhere between 85 and 90 percent. 

We respectfully suggest that this was a significant omission for the 
Secretary to make. This is precisely what we would like to see as the 
basis of the Federal Government’s participation in the airport con- 
struction and development program of the Nation. 

It is folly to propose Federal aid for highways that do not carry 
much traffic. It is likewise folly to propose Federal aid for airports 
that do not carry much traffic. But the Nation’s smaller airports do 
carry sizable percentages of the traffic, as shown by the statistics pre- 
sented above. 

It is the position of the American Municipal Association that the 
amendment proposed by S. 3410 would destroy the system concept 
of the national airport plan. From a standpoint of national defense, 
it is the smaller airports which support, buttress, and back up the 
larger airports. To deny Federal aid to those airports is to seriously 
weaken the ability of aviation to meet possible future defense needs. 

I do not think our Nation’s enemies will be considerate enought to 
bomb or sabotage only those smaller airports which are not within 
the national interest as the narrow constriction authorized in this 
amendment would put them. 
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Consequently, we suggest that the smaller airports must be devel- 
oped and kept in a state of readiness to be utilized in our national 
defense as alternate airports for military and essential civil use. Our 
enemies will not permit us the luxury of leisurely redefining the na- 
tional interest in the smaller airports after their possible initial air 
attacks. We will have to forego this bureaucratic luxury in the light 
of the realism of the world in which we live. 

The proposed amendment would jell the national interest and _re- 
strict it to about 700 airports. The American Municipal Association 
does not believe that it can be precisely determined that the United 
States needs 700 airports, 701 airports, 900 airports, or 1,000 airports, 
It does believe that the Nation needs a system of airports, as en- 
visioned in the present act. For that reason we oppose the amendment. 

The American Municipal Association finds support for its position 
in the very letter which the Secretary of Commerce sent to Senator 
Bricker, to which we previously referred. The Secretary said, in 
part 

The rapid changes in the design and performance of aircraft, and the expand- 
ing uses of aircraft in the economy, result in changing airport requirements. 
The Secretary used this as support for his request for a larger dis- 
cretionary fund. We suggest that if it is valid to support flexibility 
in the amount of funds available for his discretionary expenditure 
it is likewise valid for not freezing and jelling the list of those air- 
ports eligible for Federal aid, by narrow bureaucratic definition, as 
would be possible and which is the intent of the amendment offered in 
S. 3410, 

Mr. Chairman, I should like the privilege of inserting in the rec- 
ord our resolutions on this subject as well as a recent report on the 
airport problem which the Nation’s cities submitted to the CAA 
Administrator. 

The CuatrmMan. They will be inserted in the record if submitted. 

(The report referred to is as follows :) 


Tur ArRPoRT PRroBLEM—THE VIEWPOINT OF THE MUNICIPALITIES 


The report of the American Municipal Association to the Administrator 
of the CAA 


INTRODUCTION 


Cities own and operate the major airports of the Nation. They were the 
chief sponsors of the Federal Airport Act of 1946. The American Municipal 
Association is an organization representing 12,000 municipalities in 44 States. 
It the largest organization representing municipal government in the world 
On behalf of its members the following report on certain phases of the airport 
problem is presented to the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 


tion. 
The brevity of the report is not to be taken as a lack of interest. Indeed, there 
are few problems in which our membership is more interested. Rather, the 


brevity is a reflection of emphasis and clarity. Other individuals, Government 
agenices, and organizations will also present their views to the Administrator. 


Rather than duplicate those views we have chosen to concentrate our report on 
the five items which are of direct, vital, and pressing concern to municipal 
rovernments AS governments 


The report is based on discussions of the airport problem at our national 
mee tings, the American Municipal Congress, correspondence with mayors and 
other city officials who are ultimately responsible for the operation of the Nation’s 
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airports, and approximately 100 replies from cities in 88 States? to a special 
questionnaire prepared as a frame of reference for this report. It is felt that 
this background, plus 31 years of organization life, are sufficient to give credence 
and import to the views herein presented. The resolutions which were adopted 
by the association and which are appended were adopted unanimously after 
careful consideration at the American Municipal Congress (exhibit I). 


I. FEDERAL AID TO AIRPORTS 


While it is apparent that airports are a public benefit to the cities they serve, 
it is also equally apparent that the major benefit accrues to the Nation as a 
whole, Airports are vital to the national defense and progress of the United 
States. A national system of airports is required for the national defense, 
business convenience, and public safety. The present system of airports has 
been built, maintained, and operated primarily by a joint Federal-city coopera 
tion, This cooperation should continue, The national airport plan as envisioned 
by the Federal Airport Act must be strengthened and impk mented by adequate 
Federal financial support. 

Mayors and executive officers of municipalities in the United States almost 
unanimously favor, request, and urge Federal aid to airports. Such aid should 
not be restricted to the larger or hub airports. Adequate appropriations to 
fulfill the national interest and obligation in the larger airports should be made, 


as well as adequate funds set aside for the development of a minimum standard 


package deal for smaller airports which are increasingly used by nonscheduled, 
business, and pleasure aircraft. 


In 1954 there will be 32 million separate airplane passenger flights in the 


United States, according to the estimate of the CAA as given to the Senate 
Appropriations Committee in April. This represents 1 ride for every 5 people 
in our population—roughly, 20 percent. Traffic at the mapor airports, for the 
most part, consists of passengers engaged in interstate travel. It is estimated 
that 95 percent of the traffic at the Atlanta airport is interstate in character, 
This is a typical situation. In addition to the previous reasons given for the 
Federal interest in airports, these statistics clearly demonstrate the national 
concern in the construction, maintenance, and development of a national system 
of airports. 


That such aid is necessary, if we are to have a system of airports in this 
country, has been pointed out by two eminently qualified, nationally representa- 
tive study groups in the past 2 years. We refer to the President's study com- 
mittee which reported to President Truman in 1952 and to the report ‘of the 
airport panel of the transportation council, which reported to Commerce Secre- 
tary Weeks within the past 2 months. 


This latter group clearly, unambiguously 
and forcefully stated: “The studies undertaken by the panel have revealed that 
States and municipalities and other local political units alone are unable to carry 
the capital investment burden involved in providing an adequate system of 
national airports. Therefore, it is the unanimous opinion of the panel that it is 
the responsibility of the Federal Government to give financial assistance to local 
governments in developing airports which are in the national interest.” 

Che American Municipal Association concurs in that statement. We further 
eure support the 15 specific findings and conclusions made by the panel 


If. THE PREPARATION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT 

The detailed preparation of plans, specifications, working drawings and 
supervisi m of construction by officials of the CAA is wasteful and unnecessary 
Municipal governments are qualified to utilize their own engineering staffs or 
when necessary to hire engineering talent, in the performance of these fun tions 
Municipalities are qualified to do, or have performed for them, the necessary 
engineering and economic studies preparatory to airport development. 

The American Municipal Association recommends a simplification of present 
procedures. It is recommended that specifie construction, safety, engineering 
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and economic standards be developed by the CAA and that these be applied by 
the municipalities. No statement of the Bureau of Public Roads, which is also 
a constituent agency of the Department of Commerce, has ever indicated that 
municipalities were incompetent to do this work in the field of highways. The 
implication of incompetence in the field of airport construction is implicit in 


the present CAA procedures and requirements in this regard. We positively 


recommend a simplification of procedures which will result in substantial 
ECE mies for the Fed Government without any loss in standards or per- 
formance Many of t primary complaints which have caused criticism of 
the Federal airport plan are directly attributable to present CAA prograuiis, 
performances, and redtape in the field of airport design and engineering. 


We recommend an adaptation, suitable for airport use, of the present pro- 
cedures now followed by the Bureau of Public Roads and many other Federal 
agencies engaged in joint public works construction with local government. 
In brief, these procedures may be divided into 12 steps, outlined as follows: 

1. Determination by the municipality of a project and type of work, includ- 
ing consideration of alternate plans, economic feasibility and priorities, resulting 
in program submission and approval by CAA 

2. Execution of an agreement between the municipality and the CAA. 

3. Design of the project by engineers and architects employed by the muni- 
cipality in accordance with CAA standard criteria 

t. Making a field and office check of plans by CAA. 

Procurement of rights-of-way or other land acquisition by municipality. 
6. Presentation of plans, specifications, and estimates for approval and issu- 
ance of a letter of authority by CAA to advertise for letting. 

7. Concurrence in award by CAA 

8. Submission of the contract and contract estimate by the municipality to 
the CAA 

9. Preparation and execution of the project agreement between the munici- 
pality and the CAA 

10. Supervision of construction. 

11. Submission of intermediate vouchers to the CAA for collection of earned 
Federal funds 

12. Acceptance of the completed project by all concerned and submission of 
the final voucher. 

Municipalities shonld be advised that the necessary surveys and studies must 
be undertaken to obtain substantiating data and other proof of the Federal 
interest in the project. The CAA should set up minimum standards to which 
the municipal action can be geared. Municipalities should be advised to plan in 
advance of action and present the problem in a clear-cut and definite manner 
so that it is uniformly understood by all. The municipality should be re- 
minded that it is presenting a project for approval, finally, by someone who will 
not visit the municipality to review the proposal and that he must act on the 
information that is furnished 


Ill. RESTRICTED MILITARY USE OF AIRPORTS 


A level above which free use of municipal airports by military aircraft i 
prohibited, should he established This criteria should bear a definite and sub 
tantial relation to the amount of Federal support received by the airport, it 
the form of construction, development or maintenance grants. 


Ss 
1 


IV. MAINTENANCE OF AIRPORTS 


The Federal Government should protect the heavy investment it has in many 
airports by providing a program of Federal-aids for airport maintenance. Many 
municipalities have been deeded “surplus” airports which are overdesigned for 
local use and which cannot be maintained by them. The cost of maintaining air- 
ports large enough for military use, and too large in terms of runways, length of 
paved areas, hangars, etc., for local use; is heyond the fiscal ability of many of 
the small towns where such airports are located. In such cases the airports 
deteriorate to a point where they become unusable. Thus, the initial, large, Fed- 
eral investment in these airports is lost. Minimum contributions for mainten- 
ance on airports in this category could result in substantial, eventual savings, by 
preserving the airports for future military use. Perhaps this whole discussion 
can be summed un by saying that “for want of a nail a horse was lost, for want 
of a horse the battle was lost, because the battle was lost a kingdom fell.” For 
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want of minimum maintenance, huge Federal investments in many airports will 
be lost in the very near future (exhibit III). 


V. RENEGOTIATION OF “WAR SURPLUS AIRPORT” DEEDS 

The American Municipal Association regards this as a pressing, but temporary, 
problem. Many municipalities have expressed a desire for the opportunity to re- 
negotiate these deeds. Accordingly, we recommend that a renegotiation board, 
with competent authority to act, be set up for a period of one year. During the 
first 90 days of the board’s life, it should hold an open period to receive requests 
to renegotiate. 

Requests should be disallowed if municipalities do not take the initiative with- 
in the allotted time. The remainder of the year should be spent in completing 
the renegotiations requested. The board should expire, its temporary work hav- 
ing been done, and no requests for renegotiation should be allowable unless na- 
tional conditions change radically enough to warrant it. 

Mr. Hamutron. Thank you for your time. You have been most gen- 
erous. I shall try to answer any questions you may have. 

Senator Scuorrret. Do you have any questions, Senator Hunt? 

Senator Hunr. I have no questions except that I find myself prac- 
tically in complete agreement with this entire statement. 

Senator ScHorrreL. Senator Bowring, do you have any questions? 

Senator Bowrine. No questions. 

Senator ScHorrre.. Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monroney. As a matter of fact, this bill as it is before us 
now would seriously affect the opportunities of small communities to 
ever hope for Federal participation in airport construction programs, 
would it not? 

Mr. Hamutron. Yes sir, I havé recently contacted 200 mayors in 
the United States in 39 States on that very subject, asking them a ques- 
tion with regard to the development of Federal airports which would 
bear on your question, and as a result of that experience, 150 replies to 
200 questions, I would answer that question by saying it would defi- 
nitely and seriously, in our opinion, hamper the development and 

growth of the smaller airports. 

Senator Monroney. Would it also have a detrimental effect on the 
airports in the regions, the regional airports? For instance, some- 
times 3 counties go together and locate a regional airport that would 
serve 3 or 4 or 5 smaller communities and by pooling their resources 
and by jointly passing bond issues, plus Federal expenditures, they 
are then able to qualify. Is that act so written that it would still 
permit that regionalization ? 

Mr. Hamitron. I would say it would seriously weaken the pos- 
sibility of that. 

Senator Monroney. The criteria is not written into the bill itself. 
It is merely that the Department of Commerce is telling us what they 
propose. Perhaps four or five communities could not hope to justify 
airline service separately but should be able to qualify for Feder: al 
aid for a regional airport. 

Mr. Hamitron. I know of several experiences of that in North 
Carolina. We have a tricounty effort to do precisely that. That 
is something that I know from my own experience. 

Senator Monroney. The limitation against expenditure of funds 
for terminal buildings, no matter how modest, would also have a 
tendency to jeopardize the construction of these smaller airports. 

Mr. Hamuron. Yes, sir, that is partic ularly true of some of these 
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terminal buildings, and not all of them are of the type as in Phil- 
adelphia. Some of them are not revenue producing. They have 
no great space for cocktail lounges, restaurants and so forth. 

Senator Monroney. Isn’t the criteria that they have 3,000 enplan- 
ing passengers a year, which is 8 per day, such that smaller airports 
could not generate revenue other than perhaps from the ticket office ; 
and even then the airline servicing that area with 8 enplaning pas- 
sengers a day would find it rather difficult to pay out enough rent to 
produce the revenue ? 

Mr. Haminron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monronry. And so the revenue-producing feature, ex- 
cepting for the major airports, I believe would be true only in the 
areas of greatest concentration of air traffic. 

Mr. Hamiron. The municipalities, in addition to being concerned 
about this, are also quite seriously concerned about the point raised 
by Senator Bricker. We have many municipalities in the United 
States which anticipated, in good faith, aid on their terminal build- 
ines and I mean there are letters in the files of mv association and 
I am certain there are letters in the files of the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration indicating the good faith on the part of the parties 
concerned, both parties to that contract, and those cities now find 
themselves perplexed. 

I am thinking of places such as Columbus, San Francisco or the 
Moissant Airport in New Orleans, and many others have reasonably 
expected aid on their terminal buildings. 

Senator Monroney. As a matter of fact, some of these were 
approved and a part of a project which, at the convenience of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration, was put into two parts, was it not? 

Mr. Hamirtron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, it is in order to stretch the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration’s own funds rather than to accom- 
modate the municipalities in the construction of those projects? 

Mr. Hamiiron. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Monronry. I have in mind cases where the money was put 
up by the municipalities. The Civil Aeronautics Administration said 
we will approve the project and call this project subproject A and 
we will have another project over here and we will call it project B 
and it will be carried out under the next year’s appropriation after 
project A has been completed. 

Mr. Hamiitron. The Senator is very well informed on the facts. 
Senator Monroney. And because of that the Civil Aeronautics Ad 
ministration did accept the master plan, did accept the program, and 
the participation of the local communities allowed them to go forward 
on the construction of runways under this subproject A, but we are 
now in a position of renegotiating our contracts if we have a flat pro- 
hibition against the construction of terminal buildings. That is one 

of the results, is it not ? 

Mr. Hamiuron. The municipalities take that view. 

Senator Monroney. How about the relocation of the roads and 
highways and driveways to the airports? Is that covered or not in 
this prohibition against the terminals? 

Mr. Hamriiton. I believe not. I think the 17 specific reeommen- 
dations of the Airport Panel specifically provided that many of the 
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things you have mentioned should be eligible for aid. I would not 
like to make a final determination, but some of the things they have 
discussed are access and service roads within the airport boundary 
as remaining available for Federal aid. 

Senator Monroney. That is an important feature. The length 
of the runways sometimes requires relocation of highways. 

Mr. Hamitron. I might say that actually the Federal Government 
is in debt to municipalities for many millions of dollars for land acqui- 
sition costs which have never been able to be matched because the 
congressional appropriations have not been made. ‘The municipal- 
ities, in concentrating on their cooperation with the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration, have the available funds to build the runways and 
they are eligible to receive those funds, but at the last estimate we 
took a year ago, there were $12 million in debits which the municipal- 
ities have a right to claim from the Federal Government. I offer 
that as evidence of the good faith the municipalities have used in 
building their own facilities and concentrating on those which are 
essential, and they are not taking a free ride on the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Senator Monronry. Those are all the questions I have, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Hunr. May I introduce in the record a letter addressed to 
me by George M. Nelson, State director of aeronautics, Cheyenne, 
Wyo. and I should like to ask one question of the witness. 

Senator ScHorrret. The letter will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 

(Letter to Senator IHIunt from Mr. Nelson is as follows:) 


STATE OF WYOMING, 
AERONAUTICS COMMISSION, 
Chevenne, Vay 17, 1954 
lion. Lester C. Hunt, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR Hunt: Please accept our thanks for your efforts in our behalf 
on dislodging the FAPP appropriation from the Bureau of the Budget. It is our 
understanding that it has been submitted to the Secretary of Commerce for 
signature. 

At the request of the Under Secretary of Commerce, Senator Bricker has 
introduced some very detrimental amendments to the Federal Airport Act. 
These are 8. 3410. We are vigorously opposed to section (2) whereby the Under 
Secretary would have complete control over 50 percent of the appropriation. 
Due to the Under Secretary’s attitude, which is well known throughout aviation 
circles, this amendment would eliminate Wyoming from any substantial partici- 
pation in the program. Mr. Murray has repeatedly stated that he opposes Fed- 
eral aid for small airport projects and that is the area of our greatest need. This 
section would grant the Secretary the power to disapprove any request for aid 
that in his opinion would not be of sufficient national importance. 

We know that no member of our National Congress would willingly grant such 
dictatorial powers to any one individual but we are calling this amendment to 
your attention in the event that due to the press of other business it might escape 
your attention. In order for Wyoming to derive any benefit from this or any 
other program an apportionment directive at least equal to the existing law is 
necessary. 

We have just completed a trip throughout the State and there are several air- 
ports that require aid during the next 2 years. The priority projects include 
Casper, Riverton, Jackson, Rock Springs, and Powell. The field at Rock Springs 
is in very bad condition and considerable work must be accomplished immediately 
to qualify the airport for scheduled service. Although we have a small $40,000 
project approved for this spring it will only be sufficient for a portion of the 
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work that is required. Due to the present economic condition that exists in 
the area we are most anxious that air service not be curtailed. 

Again accept our thanks for your efforts in behalf of aviation in Wyoming. 

Kindest personal regards, 
Grorcre M. Netson, Director of Aeronautics. 

Senator Hunt. How many cities are members of your association ? 

Mr. Hamiron. Twelve thousand. The association is 32 years old. 

Senator Hunr. You represent, of course, no particular area of 
those 12.000? You represent them all? 

Mr. Hamitron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hunt. Has any 1 municipality of the 12,000 expressed ap- 
proval of this particular bill ? 

Mr. Haminron. No, sir. 

Senator Hunt. Nota one? 

Mr. Hamivton. We have carried in our newsletter notice of 1 
introduction by Senator Bricker and a brief résumé of its aie 
and no single municipality has written to us approving of the bill. 

Senator Hunt. May I ask you the position you hold, and I would 
certainly say you are - expert on the matter as a result of the testi- 
mony you have given, but do you feel that this will be very injurious 
to the small feeder lines and the building of the airports in smaller 
communities ? 

Mr. Hamiuton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hunt. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monronry. Along that same line, if the construction of 
even the smallest terminal building is absolutely prohibited and the 
municipalities will have to plan on the financing of those facilities 
for ticket sales and baggage facilities and other things, will it not be 
throwing the burden more heavily on the feeder airlines than on any 
other section? In other words. if the seale of landing fees is based 
on a payout of $100,000 or $200,000 terminal buildings and only 2 
revenue-producing tenants are provided for on the smallest fields, 
will not the cost be almost prohibitive ? 

Mr. Haminton. I can see where this proposal by making the rents 
higher at the terminal building, particularly for the feeder airlines 
would be definitely a serious detriment to their operation. 

Senator Monronry. Do most of the municipalities try to keep their 
airports self-sustaining on the basis of the landing costs and the 
landing charges? 

Mr. Haminron. I am glad you used the word “try,” because very 
few of them are actually accomplishing it. They try to, but very 
few airports are self sustaining, 

Senator Monronery. Even in important cities, they are apt to be in 
a deficit position. 

Mr. Hamitron. Yes, sir; I am apprised by New York City that 
the greatest airports in the world are on a deficit basis. 

Senator Monronry. How can a small town expect to support an 
airport? The full cost of maintenance of the runways and the plant 
falls 100 percent on the municipality, does it not ? 

Mr. Haminron. There are no Federal airport funds for Federal- 
municipal maintenance. 

Senator Monronry. Ours is strictly a capital business. 

Mr. Haminrton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And in getting this the cities must pledge 
themselves to maintain these facilities in good shape. 
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Mr. Hamiuron. The sponsors’ agreements are quite definite on that; 
yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. That is al! I have. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you for having conducted the hearing in 
my absence, Senator Schoeppel. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Scuorrren. Do you feel that pursuant to the testimony re- 
ceived from the Department witnesses here that there will be no funds 
available for terminal buildings or the facilities now being con 
structed, and that would work a terrific hardship on some of the cities 
who have obligated themselves on the basis of receiving some type 
of percentage of reimbursement ? 

Mr. Haminron. Yes sir; if I may take a moment to explain how 
hard that case is, and use Columbus, Ohio, as typical. 

The Cuarrman. I hear that every week. 

Mr. Haminron. There are cities which have money in the bank 
and which they floated bond issues to raise in anticipation of this pro- 
gram. ‘They cannot use the money because the money will not go 
far enough for building an airport and they are actually paying 
interest to the bondholders and not getting a nickel’s worth of good 
out of it. 

The CuarrmMan. We have $3 million in that type of funds. 

Senator Scuorrren. Let us say that the committee finally approves 
this bill with certain modifications. Your association feels, I take it, 
that certainly there should be some leeway or some provision in this 
measure so that it would not be retroactive in that respect. 

Mr. Hamitron. Oh, definitely, sir. 

Senator ScnuorrreLt. Was your municipal association represented 
on this panel ? 

Mr. Haminron. We were not. We had requested representation, 
but were not represented. 

Senator Scuorpret, I am quite curious to know why. Do you have 
any ideas as to why ? 

Mr. Hamiuron. Not having received an answer to the letter, I can- 
not give you a reply, Senator. 

Senator Scnorrren. That is all I have. 

The Cuamrman. You requested it by letter? 

Mr. Haminron. Yes, sir. 

The CHairman. And received no reply from the Department ? 

Mr. Hamivron. That is correct, and I will be glad to make a copy 
of that letter available. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any other questions ¢ 

Oh, Mr. Hamilton, I have one further question to ask you. Did you 
have a meeting of vour group or of the executive council, whatever 
you might call it, of the group 4 

Mr. Hamiuron. Yes. sir, we had or annual convention in 1951, 
1952, and 1953, at which Senator Schoeppel was present in New 
Orleans. 

At all three of those meetings we adopted resolutions unanimously 
favor ing Federal aid to airports. 

The Cramman, I want to know what position they have taken or 
what authority you have in presenting the on ition of the council in 
regard to this act which is here for considerat 

Mr. Hamiuron. Three successive res sitieiae. i a vote of my board of 
directors no later than March 15 of this year, telephonic communica 
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tion with the chairman of our airport committee, Mayor William B. 
Hartsfield of Atlanta, Ga., over the weekend. 

The Cuamman. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Hamilton. 

The next witness is Mr. Fred M. Glass, president of the Airport 
Operators Council. 


STATEMENT OF FRED M. GLASS, PRESIDENT, AIRPORT 
OPERATORS COUNCIL 


Mr. Grass. My name is Fred M. Glass, director of aviation, the 
Port of New York Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York 11, N. Y. 
[ am appearing here in my capacity as president of the Airport Oper- 


ators Coun il, which organization IS an association of owners and 
ponsors of the Nation’s leading terminal-type airports, Membership 
in the organization vests in the city, authority, corpors ition, or other 
body that holds title to or lawfully oper: aan ng airport. This 
group today represents the largest financial stake in civil air trans- 
po! rtatilol 

The council was organized in 1948 as a trade association for the 
development, in the public interest, of air transportation and air 
terminals 

List oF MEMBERS 


City of Atlanta, Ga. 

City of Baltimore, Md. 

City - Birmingham, Ala. 

Ma chusetts Airport Management Board, Boston 
City of Chicago, Tl. 

City of Cleveland, Ohio 

City of Denver, Colo. 

Hawaii Aeronautics Commission 

City of Houston, Tex. 

City of Jacksonville, Fla. 

City of Kansas City, Mo. 

Lockheed Air Terminal, Inc., Burbank, Calif. 
City of Los Angeles, Calif 

Louisville and Jefferson County Air Board, Ky. 
City of Memphis, Tenn 

Dade County Port of Authority, Miami, Fla. 
County of Milwaukee, Wis 

Metropolitan Airports Commission, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. 
City of Nashville, Tenn. 

Port of New York Authority, Newark 

Port of New York Authority, New York 

Port of Oakland, Calif. 

City of Oklahoma City, Okla. 

Omaha Municipal Airport, Omaha, Nebr. 

City of Philadelphia, Pa. 

Sky Harbor Municipal Airport, Phoenix, Ariz. 
County of Allegheny, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Port of Portland, Oreg 

Puerto Rico Transportation Authority, San Juan 
Citv of San Antonio, Tex. 

City of San Francisco, Calif. 

City of St. Louis, Mo 

Port of Seattle, Wash. 

Hillsborough County Aviation Authority, Tampa, Fla. 
City of Toledo, Ohio 

City of Tulsa, Okla. 

Washington National Airport, D. C. 

City of Wichita, Kans. 
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Official representatives of the above listed members are as follows: 


Atlanta: Mr. John H. Gray, general manager, department of aviation, Atlanta 
Municipal Airport, Atlanta, Ga 

Baltimore: Mr. Donald H. Connolly, director, Baltimore City Department of 
Aviation, Friendship International Airport, Baltimore, Md 

Birmingham: Mr. Henry T. Cross, director of aviation, Birmingham Municipal 
Airport, Birmingham, Ala 

Boston: Mr. Edward H. McGrath, Commissioner, State airport management 
board, Logan International Airport, Boston, Mass 

Burbank: Mr. L. W. Wulfekuhler, secretary and general manager, Lockheed Air 
Terminal, Inc., Burbank, Calif. 

Chicago: Commissioner Virgil E. Gunlock, department of public works, city 
hall, Chicago, Il. 

Cleveland: Major John Berry, commissioner of airports, Cleveland Hopkins Air- 
port, Cleveland 11, Ohio 

Denver: Mr. David G. Davis, director of aviation, Stapleton Airfield, Stapleton 
Airfield, Denver, Colo. 

Honolulu: Mr. Randolph M. Lee, director of aeronautics, Hawaii Aeronautics 
Commission, Honolulu Airport, Honolulu 17, Hawaii. 

Houston: Mr. Paul B. Koonce, director of airports department, Houston Munici- 
pal Airport, Houston, Tex. 

Jacksonville: Mr. E. E. Bentley, engineer-manager of airports, 940 Main Street, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 

Kansas City: Mr. R. B. White, director of aviation, Tower Building, 400 Richards 
Road, Municipal Airport, Kansas City, Mo. 

Los Angeles: Mr. Woodruff DeSilva, manager, Los Angeles International Airport, 
5800 Avion Drive, Los Angeles 45, Calif. 

Louisville: Mr. Foster V. Jones, director of airports, Lee Terminal Building, 
Standiford Field, Louisville 13, Ky. 

Memphis: Mr. G. Drennan Albrecht, manager, Terminal Building, Wincheste: 
Pike, Memphis Municipal Airport, Memphis, Tenn. 

Miami: Mr. A. B. Curry, director, Dade County Port Authority, Post Office Box 
757, International Airport Branch, Miami, Fla. 

Milwaukee: Mr. Eugene A. Howard, director of public works, 303 Court House, 
Milwaukee 3, Wis. 

Minneapolis-St. Paul: Mr. Robert Aldrich, director, metropolitan airports com- 
mission, 2429 University Avenue, St. Paul, Minn. 

Nashville: Mr. Frank T. McCoy, Jr., chairman, airport development commission, 
Powell Avenue, Nashville, Tenn. 

Newark: Mr. Fred M. Glass, director, department of aviation, Port of New York 
Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York 11, N. Y. 

New York: Mr. Fred M. Glass, director, director, department of aviation, Port of 
New York Authority, 111 Eighth Avenue, New York 11, N. Y. 

Oakland: Mr. J. G. Bastow, port manager and chief engineer, port of Oakland, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Oklahoma City: Mr. William O. Coleman, airport manager, department of air- 
ports, Post Office Box 922, Oklahoma City 1, Okla. 

Omaha: Mr. Lee Huff, manager, Omaha Municipal Airport, Omaha, Nebr 

Philadelphia: Mr. Louis R. Inwood, director of aviation, department of aviation, 
Philadelphia International Airport, Philadelphia 42, Pa. 

Phoenix: Mrs. Kenneth K. King, director of public works, city hall, Phoenix, 
Ariz. 

Pittsburgh: Mr. J. B. Sweeney, director, Allegheny County Department of Avi 
ation, 510 County Office Building, Pittsburgh, Pa 

Portland: Mr. John J. Winn, Jr., general manager, port of Portland, Building No 
7, North Lagoon Avenue, Swan Island, Portland 18, Oreg. 

St. Louis: Mr. Conway B. Briscoe, director of public utilities, room 312, city 
hall, St. Louis, Mo. 

San Antonio: Mr. Walter C. Gunstream, director of aviation, municipal airport, 
San Antonio, Tex. 

San Francisco: Mr. J. H. Turner, director of public utilities, city hall, San Fran 
cisco, Calif. 

San Juan: Mr. Salvador V. Caro, Pureto Rico Transportation Authority, Box 
3508, San Juan, Puerto Rico. 

Seattle: Rear Adm. Gordon Rowe, USN (retired), president, Port of Seattle 
Commission, Box 1878, Seattle 11, Wash. 
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Tampa: Mr. W. A. Berlin, director, Hillsborough County Aviation Authority, 
Tampa International Airport, Post Office Box 1549, Tampa 1, Fla. 

Toledo: Mr. Thomas Metcalf, commissioner of airports, Post Office Box 37, Toledo, 
Ohio. 

Tulsa: Mr. Charles W. Short, manager, Tulsa, Municipal Airport, Box 2547, 
Tulsa, Okla. 


Washington: Mr. Bennett H. Griffin, airport administrator, Washington National 
Airport, Washington, D.C. 
Wichita: Mr. Emory L Cox, director, board of park commissioners, 401 City 


Building, Ww ichita 2, Kat 

We are concerned ae primarily with three proposed amend- 
ments to the Federal Airport Act introduced by Chairman Bricker in 

410 at the request of the administration. The basic Federal Air- 
port Act, as you know, was adopted in 1946 for the purpose of encour- 
aging the development of a nationwide system of public airports ade- 
quate for the needs of civil aeronautics (sec. 3). To that end, it 
provided for grants to states and municipalities in an aggregate 
amount of $500 million over a period of 7 fiscal years from July 1, 
1946, to June 30, 1954, inclusive (secs. 4 and 5). 

The act also imposed various obligations upon the recipients of 
grants, to be evidenced by grant agreements signed by the public agen- 
cles owning or operating the air ports (sec. 11). Among other things, 
it provided that airports receiving Federal grants should at all times 
be available for use by military and naval aircraft, and that space 
therein should be made available for Federal air traftic control activi- 
ties, including weather reporting and communications activities in each 

ase either without charge or a charge substantially less than would be 
made to other users. In addition, in the exercise of the discretionary 
power conferred upon him by the act, the Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics included in each grant agreement a provision that the air- 
port should be maintained and operated for a period of 20 years. 

Following the adoption of the act many State and municipal agen- 
cies throughout the country accepted grants in the confident belief 
that the financial program set forth in the act would be carried out 
to completion, being willing on that basis to accept the duties and 
obligations imposed upon the recipients of grants. The financial pro- 
gram, however, has not been accomplished. During the 8-year period 
ending June 30 = instead of the $500 million originally contem- 
plated, only $214,221,15-t has been appropriated. State and municipal 
airports have received less than half the Federal aid which they were 
led to believe would be granted. Improvements and construction 
which under the original program would have been provided by Fed- 
eral funds must now be financed by sales of State or municipal bonds. 
Because of the resistance of local taxpayers, such bonds must in many 
cases be revenue bonds. 

The Airport Operators Council has consistently urged upon the 
Congress the need for propriety of Federal airport appropriations 
contemplated by the existent statute. Such position is fundamentally 
predicated upon the basic consideration that airports are public facil- 
ities of vital importance to the communities which they serve and to 
the United States—to whose commerce and national defense they are 
indispensable. 

It follows, therefore, as a matter of logic that these facilities should 
be provided and developed to meet the needs of the various com- 
munities and of the Nation by the local governments with assistance 
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from the Federal Government. The cooperation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment with local government in providing public facilities of this 
kind finds strong precedent, as_has been pointed out by previous 
witnesses, in our public roads and highways system where an increas- 
ingly important financial part has been played by the National 
Government. 

Specific consideration has been given to the Federal airport aid 
program by the Airport Operators Council at its last two annual 
meetings—in Kansas City, Mo., in March 1953, and in T amps, Fla., 

. April 1954. After full discussion of the basic philosophies of this 
act, together with specific consideration of experiences with its admin- 
istration over its effective life, the council unanimously voted on both 
such occasions in favor of the continuation of Federal cooperation in 
the financing of municipally owned airports as contemplated by the 
Federal Airport Act. Iam pleased to have this opportunity of bring- 
ing this unanimous position on the part of the Nation’s major airports 
to the attention of this committee. 

The three proposed amendments to the Federal Airport Act re- 
flected in S. 3410 are, in effect, changes in the ground rules for future 
administration of the act beginning with the allocation of such funds 
as are made available by the Congress in the ensuing fiscal] year. 

The first proposed amendment (relating to par. 5 of sec. 2 (a) of 
the Federal Airport Act, as amended) will have the effect of deleting 
terminal buildings at airports from the list of structures and projects 
eligible for Federal aid. The Airport Operators Council is willing to 
accede at this time to the desires of the administration insofar as 
this proposed amendment is concerned. 

L should, however, in this connection like to bring to the attention 
of your committee certain fundamental facts with respect to terminal 
buildings at major air terminals. Such buildings have been described 
by the Secretary of Commerce in communication to the Senate as 
“revenue-producing in character.” 

While this description is accurate, it should be pointed out that 
modern air terminal facilities require extensive public areas and, as 
a matter of fact, when judged by normal real-estate standards, require 
nonrentable areas out of all proportion to rentable areas. Around- 
the-clock utilization of such facilities results in extremely high main- 
tenance and operating costs. As a result of these factors, terminal 
buildings are at best borderline real-estate ventures and, as a matter 
of fact, almost without exception are losing business propositions 
to airport operators. The fact that such buildings are revenue pro- 
ducing does not therefore indicate by any means that they are profit- 
able ventures from the standpoint of the airport operator. 

Senator Scnorrret. You go into some of these larger cities. Let 
us take the city of Washington here. You go down to the airport. 
They have large parking spaces out there now. I suppose I could 
find out what percentage of that parking rental or space rental goes 
to the airport to defray its general expenses. Are those parking 
areas generally put out on some kind of a concessionaire basis? 

Mr. Grass. Almost without exception they are put out to con- 
cessionaires. We have found out that an experienced concessionaire 
can realize greater revenue than a nonexperienced concessionaire. 
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Senator Scnorpret. Do you consider that the amount returnable 
to the airport facility is commensurate with what it should be under 
those arrangements? 

Mr. Grass. We attempt, with respect to the parking facilities, 
the same as we do with any concession, to make the best business deal 
possible to make from the standpoint of the airport, realizing that no 
business deal is a good deal unless the other man is making a reason- 
able return on his investment. 

Parking facilities, and that is the most lucrative concession we 
have—the usual concession returns from 65 percent to 75 percent to 
the airport. On some of the others, all the operator has is a question 
primarily of management and operational costs with a reasonable 
return upon his costs. But, like all other concessions, you attempt 
to make the best deal you can and it normally runs around 65 to 75 
percent to the airport operator. 

I might interpose at this point to state that one of the objectives 
that are being sought after by the airport operators is to attain a sys- 
tem of bookkeeping which is reasonably comparable to where we can 
make realistic comparisons between different cities. In the absence 
of that at the present time it is difficult to make broad statements, 
but in my opinion there is not a single terminal building at any air- 
port in the United States that is making a profit at the present time 
as to a full allocated cost and fixed charge basis, such as is included 
in the financial statements. 

Senator Monroney. Including the return on the invested capital? 

Mr. Guass. I say if you include the necessity of amortizing invested 
capital, I am of the opinion that there is not a single terminal build- 
ing in the United States that is not operating in the red at the present 
time. 

[ should like further to bring to the attention of your committee the 
fact that the airport panel of the Tr: ansport ation Council appointed 
by the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation recommend- 
ed the exclusion of terminal buildings from eligibility for Federal 
grants-in-aid subject, however, to the consideration that all Federal 
agencies should pay for all their space requirements, including cost 
of construction and main - nance, on a self-liquidating basis. 

The position of the Airport Operators Council, as herein stated, 
reflects Gon understanding that full recognition will be given to the 
considerations here enumerated in future administration of the act. 

The second proposed amendment, amendment to section 6 (a) of 
the Federal Airport Act, as amended, provides in effect for an in- 
crease from 25 percent to 50 percent in the percentage amounts of 
appropriations and unobligated balances on Federal airport funds 
which are available for use as part of the a retionary fund as pro- 
vided by section 6 (b) of such act. The Airport Operators Council 
strongly endorses this amendment. 

The Nation’s air transportation requirements follow no set geo- 
or: ome cal lines and if funds appropriated by the Congress are to be 
utili: d in the most effective manner nossible in the national interest, 
it is imperative that sufficient flexibility be accorded the administra- 
tion of these funds to permit their utilization in accordance with rela- 
tive merit As was pointed out bv Secretary Weeks in his letter of 
transn ittal of the bill here under consideration, the Federal (;overn- 
ment ? eeds the increased flexibility th: at would be proy ided by 59 per- 
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cent discretionary fund if it is to be in a position to relate its expendi- 
tures to the changing geographic pattern of high priority projects 
at the nation’s airports. 

The third amendment, that amendment to section 9 (d) of the Fed- 
eral Airport Act, as amended, is described by Secretary Weeks as 
being designed to “embody the concept that Federal financial partici- 
pation should be concentrated on projects which have national rather 
than purely local importance.” We have been advised that it is the 
intention of the Department of Commerce to utilize the criteria of 30 
based aircraft or 3,000 enplaning passengers per year as a minima 
for eligibility for Federal airport aid. 

I am further advised that application of these criteria to existent 
airports would include on the eligible list every airport in the United 
States currently receiving air carrier service and that the total eligible 
list would approximate between 550 and 600 airports throughout the 
country. I believe Mr. Lee stated that that number should be approx- 
imately 700 airports. 

It seems cle: ar, from a reading of the legislative histor y as well as 
the verbiage of the Federal Airport Act itself, that it was the clear 
intention of the Congress that funds appropriated under such act be 
utilized in the national interest. Specific analysis of the financial 
requirements currently needed and anticipated during the next few 
vears to develop the Nation’s major airports in accordance with 
recognized operational standards in a rapidly changing industry are 
difficult to ascertain. Estimates, however, which the Airport Op- 
erators Council believes reasonable and conservative would clearly 
indicate that such requirements would total many hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars. 

It follows, therefore, that such funds as are contemplated by the 
Federal Airport Act can participate in the accomplishment of but a 
relatively small portion of these overall requirements and that the 
national interest necessitates the utilization of such funds at locations 
serving the greatest transportation needs of the Nation if the objec- 
tives of the Congress as reflected in the Federal Airport Act are to 
be realized. 

The establishment, therefore, of criteria providing for eligibility 
of airports for Federal aid only where aviation activity or tr: affic 
generating characteristics clearly demonstrate that a substantial in- 
terest exists, appears to be the only practical and logical course of 
action to be followed in the administration of the act. The Airport 
i Council, therefore, strongly endorses this amendment. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Glass. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator Scnorprer. No questions. 

The Cuatrman. Senator Bowring? 

Senator Bowrtne. No questions. 

The CuarrmMan. Senator Hunt? 

Senator Hunt. Looking rapidly through the list of cities, appar- 
ently you list and represent the larger communities of the United 
States. 

Mr. Grass. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hunt. You do not seem to give much consideration to the 
smaller communities any place in your statement that I can see. 
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Mr. Guass. I might state that the basic purpose of the Airport Op- 
erators Council was to have an organization where there was a com- 
munity of interest, a comparability of problems and that the eligi- 
bility for membership requires an airport to handle one-half of 1 
percent of the Nation’s total. 

It is deliberately created, and for the purpose of having an asso- 
ciation concerned with the problems of the nation’s airports. 

Senator Hunr. And you represent just the large airports, the major 
ones, 

Mr. Guass. That is correct. 

Senator Hunr. You are not speaking for the thousands of smaller 
alrports. 

Mr. Guass. No, I am speaking for our membership. 

Senator Hunr. If it is good to give full control, dictation and 
authority over 50 percent of these moneys to a bureau here in Wash- 
ington, why not just let them have the complete say there? The 
theory that you have expressed seems to me to indicate that that is 
your thinking. 

Mr. Guass. My thinking is that, and I think we all have to assume 
capable, honest, and efficient administration of these funds in the 
allocation of funds that the Federal Government makes available, 
and on the basis of merit and on the basis of national need, does not 
permit an allocation in accord with State lines and particularly on 
a calendar basis. 

For example, in the interest of aviation as a whole I think it will 
be very difficult to find any project that means more to the future of 

viation than the development of adequate airport facilities in Chi- 
cago. That happens to be true during the current year. 

Next year there are tremendous plans under way for Oakland, Calif., 
and so forth, in various parts of the country. The greatest emphasis 
will be in a particular locality 1 year and another locality another year. 
And if effectively and intelligently administered, the greater the 
amount of funds under the administration for that purpose the greater 
or od will be accomplished. I do not think that any particular percent- 
is amagic percentage. I think you can make just as strong a case 
ir 19 percent or 50 percent or 46 percent or 48 percent. In my opinion, 
the discretionary funds should be as substantial as Congress can make 
them. 

Senator Hunt. Aren’t those larger cities of sufficient size and suf- 
ficient financial ability that they could build their own airports with- 
out Federal aid and give the Federal aid to the smaller communities 
that are in a less fortunate position financially speaking ? 

Mr. Guass. I think it is difficult to generalize, because there are 

always eb 90 to any generalization, but the requirements in the 
lanee cities and the amounts of money that are involved are, I think 


cr 
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in the majority of cases, rather reasonably commensurate on the ability 
of these cases as sesamin aad to the smaller cities with the same com- 
parison. I not think the logic gets down to the point of whether 


it is the big or the little. It gets down to the point of whether the 
amount of money, even in the overall $500 million project, of which 
there are $270 million or $280 million still left un: ippropri: ited will go 

very far in the Nation’s : airy vorts if we keep pace with the requireme nts 
for the future years. Perhaps in some cases it will be a smaller airport 
and in other cases it will be a larger airport. It is a question of setting 
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up the mechanics of whether or not honest, capable officials using Fed- 
eral funds and an effective criteria can most effectively utilize those 
funds. 

Senator Hunt. Under your thinking and under your proposed plan, 
I am at a loss right now to think of one airport in my home State that 
will receive any contributions, and that is not the way to develop 
aviation. The question is are we interested in de ‘veloping cities or 
are Ke. interested in developing aviation ¢ 

Mr. Guass. I think you remake the point that the objective we are 
seeking is to develop aviation, but if we have inadequate amounts to 
do the whole job and if we have a statute to say that those funds shall 
be used in the national interest, there comes a question of picking and 
choosing and a criteria should be utilized which is reasonable in the 
light of the full act. It seems to me that this amount is quite reason- 
able. If you made that 2,500 passengers at 20 airports with an equal 
degree - logic, there is nothing magic about that. That could be 
raised or lowered in the next year, but the establishment of some 
criteria is necessary, in my mind, in the best interests. 

Senator Hunt. No doubt the cities you have mentioned are members 
of the American Municipal Association and Mr. Hamilton has just 
testified that the cities are op yposed tothis bill. Yet you come in re pre- 
senting the same cities and you say the airports are in favor of it. 

Mr. Grass. That is correct. 

Senator Hunv. Is there a lack of understanding between your air- 
port authorities and the city governments they serve ? 

Mr. Guass. I am not familiar with the particular authority that each 
member has, or I was not aware, as a matter of fact, that Mr. Hamilton 
was going to testify, and that is the reason I put the particular names, 
the individuals in this testimony, so that there would be no doubt of 
the personalities involved. ‘These gentlemen listed have voted for the 
propositions that I have enunciated today. 

Senator Hunt. That isall Ihave, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Monroney ¢ 

Senator Monroney. I am a little worried about the concentration 
apparently on the part of the leaders of the airline business in building 
up their traffic in the larger cities almost to the exclusion of the smaller 
cities. I have been told by various airline executives that they would 
like to get rid of Oklahoma City and Little Rock and Fort Worth, 
that the revenue does not mean anything to them, that they are losing 
money and I am concerned about that desire for concentration in the 
larger centers. 

Mr. Guass. If you will look at the criteria proposed by the Federal 
administration the Little Rocks and the Fort Worths are much closer 
to the No. 1 position than the No. 700. 

Senator Monroney. I see some of these funds going into a new ter- 
minal building at Idlewild and a $2 million terminal at Chicago and 
a lot of other places. They are needed. There is no worse terminal 
than at Chicago, but I am wondering what will happen when they try 
to get the adequate runways that are necessary for the new jet trans- 
ports or other things coming in. 

Mr. Guass. Like all problems of life, where the decision is difficult 
someone has to make it. To my mind if the money that is available 
is inadequate for the Chicagos and the Oklahoma Citys and the Little 
Rocks and the Clevelands and the New Yorks, somebody has to decide 
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who gets it and you consider it as a criteria in the national interest 
and it is turned over to competent, honest Federal officials which, to 
my mind, is the best w: ay to do it anc | not by particular geographical 
boundaries and not by w hat h:; ippens to be in existence some partic ular 
year. I think that is the most wasteful way to do it. 

Senator Monroney. About the only thing that Congress can do is 
to allocate on the basis of the Nation asa whole. The people in the 

mall towns are taxpayers too, and in many of these communities 
they are self-eliminating if there is not the demonstrated need for it. 

Mr. Guass. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. By taking 75 percent of the funds allocated 
on a State basis we forestall the possibility of producing airports that 
could be successful. 

Mr. Grass. That is one of the considerations used in terminal build- 
ings where they are referred to as revenue-producing, and suggesting 
that they can be easily financed through revenue bonds. In addi- 
tion to the points I have made as to the tremendous public areas and a 
high cost of maintenance which puts a great many buildings in the 
red, anyone designing terminal buildings today, of necessity, has to 
buil for the future. If you do not you would have an obsolete facil- 
ity. In designing for the future you put a capital load in the early 
years, which causes a rather difficult problem. 

Senator Monroney. Of course, the cities do a lot of things that are 
not completely revenue-producing when they have a large tax base. 
They have beautiful parks and stadiums, and yet the larger cities come 
along to airport facilities and they keep a wreck like the Chicago Air- 
port terminal which is the busiest airport terminal in the world. 

Mr. Grass. It is. 

Senator Monronry. And yet you can go down to Grant Park and 
find a municipal garage and every air passenger has to try to crowd 
in and not get trampled to death. Those are completely inadequate 
facilities. 

I think there are limitations. If there is a $5 million project, let 
our percentage of participation go down. But the basic needs to 
cover the operating facilities should, I think, be perhaps taken into 
consideration in this bill. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hunt. I would like to make one more comment. 

The CuHarrmMan. Senator Hunt. 

Senator Hunt. We have recently passed a new Highway Act in 
which we changed the formula of funds. Do you think it would be 
more democratic and fair if this change in this act was made by the 
Congress instead of giving the authority to a bureau to do it ? 

Mr. Guass. Are you directing your question toward a change in 
the criteria ? 

Senator Hunt. Yes, from 25 percent to 50 percent of the jurisdic- 
tion by the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Guass. Maybe I am not getting your point. This bill proposes 
that this be enacted by the Congress. 

Senator Hunt. But with respect to the 50 percent of the funds 
specifically left to the Secretary. In the Highway Act we designate 
exact percentages to the various States, based on this formula. It 
seems os me a more democratic formula. 

Mr. Grass. My only view on that, which is in no way a reflection 
upon the Congress, is that management has to be geared toward the 
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enterprise, and in an industry which is rapidly changing, as is the 
ay lation 1] dustry, to attempt to allocate funds down to the last dollar 
throughout the entire United States and to attempt to weig! relative 
merits where there are competitive consideration involved, and there 
indeed will be because ot Inadequac \ of funds to meet the whole i: ue, 
through the 1 rachinery of the ¢ ‘ongress, 1t seems to mea very cumber- 
ome Way to attempt to do it. I would think that to have capable ofhi- 
clals with ¢ neress setting the eulide rules and requiring such detailed 
Ie porting and upon ne] basis ol timeliness as Congress deeme «| appro- 
priate would be by far the best mechanical means for doing it, with 
full account: bility to the Congress. 


I | { 


Senator THunr. But when the formula rules out practically two 


in the first instance, it sin ply evades this problem that our 


12 fathers had when they attempted to set up a government that 


the people and for the people 


-Guass. We are talking about two differ 


formula is one thing, t le type of form) 


then the « arrying out of it isa different thn o, 
io] have different opinions « b it. | have 

» had, but I would have difficulty seeing how with s 

a as 50 airports or 30,000 passengers that any substan 

Larea would be ruled out on that basis. 

Senator Hunt. What State are vou from? 

Mr. Guass. New York. 

Senator Hunr. I can understand how vou wouldn't. 

Mr. Grass. T mieht add that that is of recent vintage 

lly from M SSISSIPPpI. 

Senator Hunt. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman, Are there any other questions of Mr. Glass ? 

If not. thank yeu very much, Mr. Glass. 

We have vet to hear from the National Association of State Aviation 
Officials, represented by Mr. A. B. McMullen, executive secretary. 
Then we have also to hear from the Air Transport Association of 
(meriea, represented by Mr. J Donald Durand, secretary, 

Would it be desirable to hold a hearing tomorrow first on this bill 
before going to S. 3435? 

Mr. Durand, would that be satisfactory ¢ 

Mr. Duranp. That is entirely agreeable with us. 

The Cuarrman. Is Mr. MeMullen here? Is that all right with you, 
sir, to continue these hearings tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock ? We 
will have another bill at that time and you can give your testimony 
before the other bill is considered. 

Mr. McMutuen. That will be satisfactory, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. We will recess these hearings until 10 o'clock to- 
morrow morning in this same room, at which time we will hear from 
Mr. MeMullen and Mr. Durand. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, May 95, 1954.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 25, 1954 


UnItTep StTaTEs SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE OF INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10:05 a. m., pursuant to recess in room G-—16 
in the Capitol, Senator John W. Bricker, chairman, presiding. 

Present: Senators Bricker (chairman), Schoeppel, and Hunt. 

Also present: Bertram O. Wissman, chief clerk; Edward C. Swee- 
ney, counsel; Edward Jarrett, assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuairman. The committee will come to order. 

We will continue hearings on S. 3410, which started yesterday. 

The first witness this morning will be Mr. A, B. McMullen, execu- 
tive secretary of the National Association of State Aviation Officials. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. McMULLEN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. McMutien. My name is A. B. McMullen. I am the executive 
secretary of the National Association of State Aviation Officials, whose 
membership consists of the 45 States and Territories having ‘official 
agencies or commissions specifically charged with the development, 
promotion, and regulation of aviation within their respective States 
and Territories. 

The opportunity you have given us to express the views and recom- 
mendations of the association is sincerely appreciated. The members 
of NASAO, individually and as an association, took a major part in 
sponsoring and promoting the adoption of the Federal Airport Act 
in 1946, and they have been closely associated with the administration 
and execution of the program authorized by this act since its adoption. 

In addition to the interest any State aviation agency would nor- 
mally have in a national or statewide airport program, 30 States have 
adopted legislation requiring State approval of projects, and 21 States 
have adopted legislation requiring that the Federal-aid airport funds 
be channeled through State aviation agencies. This, I believe, is rather 
conclusive evidence of the States’ interest in the program. 

The statements made herein are based on experience gained through 
au close working relationship with the Federal agencies responsible 
for administration of the Federal Airport Act and the program, and 
with full knowledge of the mistakes that have been made and bene- 
fits that have accrued. 

I would like to state that I personally have had approximately 35 
years of very close acquaintanceship with airport development. 

For about 13 years, I was the owner and operator of a large air- 
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| service org ition and during that period built a 
We Lirports thmy o runds. 
lt State director of aeronautr ror the State of Florida for 
that position supervised the construction of 120 new 
rports, and the major Inprovement ot approxi mately 60 others. 
Dan go that time | prepared a program oT aviation de ve lopm ‘nt 
i { pid ror a system of airport for the State ot Florid | aaa 
year pr ! ofa ilo evelo] Buz nd for 5 
Wot Wa Ae ef ol ie Arpo} Division of 
( \ \ ( | the Office 
OT \ ( 
nd military assignments, including 5 years in the Air Force 
World War I and World War II, permitted an opportunity 
to tray ind visit approximately 52 countries and major islands 
t the world where I had an opportunity to become familar 
ae elopment al LO} eration both civil and m litary. 
During my term as Director of the Airport Division of the Civil 
\ ut \dministration, I participated in 1939, in the first na- 
vey made at the request of & eress to determine 
ind the statu tT 1 vstem of airport e then had 
United Stat . 
NASAQO fully cooenizat t the d for. mn and moderniza- 
t kederal Airport Act \ specia nnmittee of the asso- 
mn has spent almost 2 years preparing recommended revision 
ict: however, the association strongly recommends that “piece 
lment ch as prope lbyS 410, not be favorably con 
dered at this time. 
With respect to the individual sections of S. 3410, we have the fol- 
owine’ comments To ma 
Sectiol of the bill proposes that paragraph (3) of seetion 2 (a) 
of the ba act, as amended, be further amended to include terminal 


uuildings w ith those items of airport construction which are ineligible 
or inclusion in Federal-aid airport projects. 

There is much that could be said for and against this proposal. 
It can be argued with considerable logic that revenue-producing 
facilities should not be constructed with public funds, and that ter- 
= buildin IOS, due to the fact that space or ‘cupied by businesses 


and concessionaires of all types, in addition to aviation activities such 

dining rooms. drugstores. gamerooms, offices, and so forth, are reve 
nue-producing and at the larger airports normally produce a rental 
nceom comparable fo s milar space Mn the bus ness sections ot local 


communities. On the other hand, consideration must be cviven the 
fact that only at the larger and busier airports is it possible to obtain 
income of any significance from rentals and concessions. At the 
smaller airports including some served by scheduled airlines, the ter- 
minal or administration buildings are provided almost exclusively for 
the benefit of the traveling public in the way of shelter, waiting rooms, 
restrooms, and so forth. 

One major factor which must be considered in determining whether 
public funds should be expended for the construction of terminal or 
administration buildings is that at many airports the Federal Govern- 
ment occ upies office and storage space, often of sizable proportion, in 
these terminal buildings, paying little or no rental for the space uti- 
] zed. These Federal agencies, as Was pointed out yesterday, include 
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the Civil Aeronautics Administration, whose activities include both 
airways and airport traffic control; the Civil Aeronautics Board; 
United States Weather Bureau, Post Office Department; and at most 
international airports of entry, Customs, Immigration, and Health. 

Unless these Federal agencies are to immediately begin paying a 
rental comparable to that paid by other users of the terminal build- 
ings, adoption of this section at the renee time would appear to 
be untime ‘ly. This is an example of why I stated at the beginning 
that NASAO was opposed to adoption of this b ill. 

If the C OngTess dec ides that some limitation or restriction should 
be placed on the expenditure of public funds for terminal buildings 
in order to restrain the construction of buildings larger or more elab- 
orate than may be required, i t is suggested that consideration be given 
to placing a limitation upon ‘ie amount of Federal funds that could 
Ss ccmaaned on any one building during a given period. 

With vour permission, I would like to read into the record 2 or 3 
paragré iphs outlining the procedures followed 1 Mn the ; ede ral highw: Ly 
program that, I think, would be considered advisable in administering 
the airport program. 

Many administrative procedures followed in the administration of the 
Federal-aid highway program, together with the allocation and distribution 
of Federal funds could be advantageously followed in administering the Federal 
Aid Airport Program 

Under the Federal Aid Road Act “any sums apportioned to any State shall 
be available for expenditure in that State for 2 years after the close of the 
fiscal year for which such sums are authorized.” 

In other words, States now have 8 to 4 years in which to plan for and obligate 
fiscal 1956 and 1957 funds. 

Congress, in authorizing and appropriating funds for the Federal highway 


program, has by statute, declared its intent by specifically earmarking funds 
for {" ith primary and secondary systems, and for rural and urban areas. 
The fiscal 1956-57 Federal highway program approved by the Congress 


includes 458,000 miles of secondary roads, compared to 218,000 miles of primary 
roads; 16,510 miles of urban roads and streets within city limits are also 
included 

In addition to the inclusion of primary, secondary, rural and urban roads 
in the Federal-aid highway program, there is also included: Roads and trails 
in forests, in national parks, parkways, and Indian reservation roads and 
bridges. 

In other words, Federal-aid to highways is not limited to those roads traveled 
primarily by vehicles engaged in interstate operations or long cross country 
trips 

This method of including all types of highways and roads in a Federal-aid 
program assures the development of a truly national system of highways and 
should serve as an example of how Federal aid should be allocated in order to 
cevelop a truly national system of airports, rather than by the extremely re- 
tricted criteria, now proposed by the Secretary of Commerce. 


Section 6 (a) of the basic act provides that 
as soon as possible after any appropriation is made under Section 5 (b) 75 per 
centum of the amount thereof available for grants for projects in the several 
States shall be apportioned by the Administrator among the several States * * * 

Section 2 of S. 3410 would amend this section by reducing the 
amount apportioned to the several States from 75 percent to 50 
percent. 

NASAO is definitely opposed to this section of the bill. We think 
it would be a step backward rather than forward, and that the dis- 
cretionary fund available to the em retary of Commerce and the Ad- 
ministrator should be eliminated in the near future, rather than in- 
creased. 
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The States and local communities are joint partners with the Fed- 
eral Government in the program of providing an adequate national 
system of airports as envisioned by the act; in fact, they are the senior 
partners when the amount of funds contributed are considered, for 
the States and communities have contributed a much larger share of 
the funds for carrying out the program than has the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

It normally ts = from 1 to 2 years for States, counties, and munici- 
palities to arrange for the financing of major construction projects, 
either initially or for major expansion or improvement of a civil air 
port; in addition to the time required for the preparation of final 
plans and subsequent construction. Consequently, the overall time- 
lag between initiation of the first effort an d the actual completion of 
the project normally ranges from ) to 4 years. It is, therefore, ex- 
tremely important, and, in fact essential, that the States and their 
political subdivisions be able to plan their fiscal programs which in- 
volve airport development with greater assurance than has been possi- 
ble in the past that the Federal Government will meet their share of 
the project costs. 

Today we find communities, as was explained in testimony submit- 
ted yesterday, some of which have reached their bonded limitation, 

and. which have urgent need for schools. water, sewer, and other util- 
ties, and yet find themselves paying interest on bonds for airport de- 
velopment which they cannot utilize due to the fact that the Federal 
Government has failed to carry out its promise or anticipated obliga- 
tions. 

It is the unanimous opinion of State aviation officials that appro- 
priatic ns under the Federal \irport Act should be authorized and 
appropl iated ona biennial basis as they are under the Federal High- 
way Act, or that— 

The Administrator of Civil Aeronauties (Secretary of Commerce) be directed 
to submit to the Congress, as a part of the annual budget request of the CAA, a 
request for sufficient funds to liquidate the Federal share of grant agreements 
executed during the then current fiscal year. 

Under the latter proposal, the Federal Government and the indi- 
vidual States or local sponsors could enter into firm and binding grant 
agreements or contracts during the vear preceding the initiation of 
construction and the expenditure of funds. Such an arrangement 
would obligate the Congress to annually appropriate the necessary 
funds, within specific limitations, to meet the Federal share of such 
grant agreements, and on the other hand, it would place the States 
and their political subdivisions, the other partners in the joint endeav- 
or, in a position to proceed with plans, engineering surveys, and so 
forth, which are often costly, and the completion of their fiscal ar- 
rangements, with definite assurance that these major efforts and 
expenses would not be in vain. In planning at the Federal level, 
there has been entirely too little consideration taken of the problems 
that i other partners, the cities, and the States have in financing 
their share of the joint projects. 

In considering this section of S. 3410 it should be noted that a very 
small percentage of the funds appropriated to implement the Federal 
Airport Act have been expended on small airports. Although there 
are approximately 5,000 small airports in the United States, only 
about 1 in every 10 has been included in the Federal-aid airport pro- 
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gram, and CAA records indicate that only 7144 percent of the total 
funds appropriated have been expended on airports with runways 
less than 3,500 feet in length. Following is a table compiled from 
the information supplied by CAA, indicating the number of airports 
by classes that have been developed or improved under the Federal 
aid airport program, and the approximate amount of funds expended 
on the various classes by groups. 


I t N } 
( mW of a Federal funds 
feet I S 
l 0 499 234 3 461 
2, 500-3, 499 257 10, 722, 916 
491 14, 383, 377 
00-4, 499 28 26, O88, 262 
4 00-5. 499 216 41, 801, 340 
00-4, 499 7 $5, 887, 745 
( 6, 500-7, 499 53 73, 503, 704 
673 177, 881, 051 
Sea 17 LAt 35 
| 1, 181 2192 414.763 


Putting it another w: ay, only 13 percent of the Federal aid funds 
have been expended on airports not regularly used by scheduled air 
carriers. Following is a table showing the number of airports and 
amounts of funds expended to serve these two classes of users. 


Airports Federal funds 
ma 
Nu el ant cent Amount 
General aviation 652 57 13 $24, 059, 134 
cheduled air carrier 492 43 87 162, 581, 976 


Section 3 of the bill includes two changes in the present language 
of section 9 (d) of the act, both of which NASAO believes to be 
unnecessary fend subject to various interpretations. The new word- 
ing is as follows: 

All such projects shall be subject to the approval of the Secretary of Com- 
merce, which approval shall be given only if, at the time of approval, funds are 
available for payment of United States share of the allowable project costs, 
and only if he is satisfied that the project will contribute to the accomplish- 
ment of the purposes of this Act and is of sufficient national importance to war- 
rant financial participation by the United States. * * * 

Under Reorganization Plan No. 13, effective May 24, 1950, the 
functions of all officers of the Department of Commerce, with few 
exceptions, and all functions of agencies and employees of such De- 
partment, including the Civil Aeronautics Administration and the 
Administrator, were transferred to the Secretary of Commerce. 
Therefore, it appears unnecessary to single out one activity of the 
CAA, such as the approval of individual Federal-aid airport projects, 
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and again delegate this authority to the Secretary of Commerce, 
which, in effect, he already has under the reorganization plan. 

In adopting the Federal Airport Act, Congress clearly outlined 
the plan and program it expected to be followed and the factors that 
were to be considered in determining what airports should be in 
cluded in the program. 

Under section 3 (a) of the Federal Airport Act. the Administrator 
oT Cy \eronautiecs Is autho zed il d dire¢ ted to prepare and revise 
annually a plan for the development of public airports in the United 


States, including the Territories, and in formulating and revising 


such plah, the Administrator . directed to take into account the 
need f alr commerce and priv flyine, the probable technologi 
eal deve mments in the scie e of neronauties, the probal le crowth 


of civil aeronautics, and such other considerations as he might deem 
ay prop! ite: al ad that to the extent fe; } 


sible, he should consult and 
give col dey ition to the views and recommendations oft the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, the States and Territories, and their political 


We bel eve t} it this | nevuavge cont Lined the basic act 1s clear, 
that the procedure re ommended 1s reasonable, and that if followed 
intelligently would provide the United States and _ its possessions 
Vi th i] itional system OT a rport acdeq| ute to serve not only air 
commerce, but the growing aeronautical needs of industrial and agri 
cultural aviation, the postal ervice, and the national defense as well. 
We are advised that if S. 3410 j adopted the Department of Com 


merce, in determining what airports or projects are of “sufficient 


national importance to warrant financial participation by the United 
mtate a7 ntel d to utilize a ritel al based, atl east primarily, on the 
number of enplaned passe vel ind/or the number of aircraft based 
0 t} e airport: he nun eT OT I th passengers al cd alre! ift based on 
the airport: the umber of bot passengers and aircraft to meet the 
criteria, re sed, tial 

io4 s true ww are We going to provide, for example, the hun 
dreds of new heliports which will be required in the convertiplane and 
rotary wing aircraft age into which we are just entering. These port 
do not exist in anv form at the present time: therefore. no aircraft 


are based on them and no passengers are yet planned, nor will they be 
unt lI the port ire developed. 

Senator Scnorrrer. Will they not be considered to be such units. 
th »Same asa plane when they come into arene ral use ¢ Wouldn't that 
be a reasonable interpretation to put on it or expect d to be put on it ? 

Mr. McMctxen. Due to their performance characteristics, you will 
be able to land at places where present planes cannot land. They will 
be able to land on house tops, in parks, and closer in to business districts 
and resort areas than an airplane is able to land. 

Their principle feature is landing in limited areas and to take full 
advantage of this desirable feature, will require new landing places. 

I do not know whether you have seen the recent studies that have 
been made, but it is expected even in scheduled operations that a great 
percentage of passengers will soon be traveling by helicopter or rotary- 
wing aircraft and will not necessarily be using the present airports 
except when making connections with the fixed-wing aircraft used by 
scheduled or non-scheduled airline operators. 
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Che trend toward decentralization of ind istry and business to reduce 
the possible disastrous effect on this country’s produce tion potential by 
an enemy bombing attack, and the relocation of factories and plants 
to take advantage of favorable labor, climate and/or sources of supply, 


is well known. Many reports have recently reached NASAO head 


| rters oT cast I) ( ] ll es ive Talle lt b und \ « tries 
} 7199111 ] ° ] 1] 
their communities, involving substantial ] ivrolls and ¢ eC] ene 
{ i hel ( ( Loe i i ractor urport il \ 
i l e erit })] Pose »\ 1e@ Se 
1 4 ( 


Mil tar) occupat on and use of ( vil airports has created a serio 


problem in many large and middle size cities where, as a result of 
military use, general aviation, such as business, agricultural, and in- 
du trial fly ine. has been se\ ‘rely restricted or banned from using the 
airport, with the result that local business has often been seriously 
ra advedsle atte ted, 

An ex <3 ip le of this type is Air lorce use of Gre ner Field, Man- 
hester. N. H.. where the chamber of commerce, in cooperation with 


the State dante commission, 1S now actively engaged in a | 
gram t » obtain for the « ity another ‘airport which is ada to pro ide 
nonscheduled air trai Isportatlo n services and facilities required by the 
srowing electronics industry in that city. The executive secretary of 
the Manchester Chamber of Commerce recently stated in a letter: 

The chamber’s aviation committee has been studying the complete lack of civil 
iirport facilities in Manchester, the largest city in the State. Many of Man 
chester’s existing industries as well as a number of our industrial prospects are 
deeply concerned about this problem In fact, many consider the use of non 

heduled aircraft vital to their continued growth and prosperity as well as 
location 

Will the development of a second airport at Manchester be in the 
national interest? I might explain that the present airport which is 
cccupied by the Air Force does accommodate scheduled air-carrier 
service, but local officials are conce — about the fact that it is im- 
possi ible or very inconvenient for business aircraft users to use the 
airport. Certs ainly the electronics industry would be of importance 
to the national defense and should be in the national interest. 

There are more than 10,000 corporation and business aircraft being 
utilized in this country, with another 7,500 being used part time for 
business and part time for pleasure. Business aircraft are normally 
purchased because the scheduled airlines cannot meet the specific needs 
of the purchasers due to the fact that scheduled airlines serve a rela- 
tively small number of the county seat and medium-size cities. 

Any criteria or policy which would limit civil-airport development 
to those for aircraft engaged primarily in air commerce or national 
defense activities would, we feel, be a very shortsighted approach to 
the development of airpower and the Nation’s economy. 

In the farm-to-market and secondary highway development pro- 
grams, as was recently stated, Congress has recognized the needs of 
the farmer and the small-business man. The airplane is now becoming 
one of the farmer’s most important implements, The production of 
fruit, grain, corn, vegetables, and rice is certainly in the national inter- 
est. Therefore, airports for the farmer and businessman should be 
as much in the national interest as are the large city airports, but 
will they be if determination is left exclusively to the Department of 
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Commerce, under a criteria which is subject to change from year to 
year or month to month. 

For these reasons, it is respect fully recommended that the adoption 
of S. 3410 not be favorably considered. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much. Have you any questions, 
senator Schoeppel ¢ 

Senator ScHOEPPEL. No questions. 

The CuatrrmMan. Do you have any questions, Senator Hunt ‘ 

Senator Hon. No questions. 


The CuHatrrman. Thank you very much. 
We have a couple of resolutions with respect to this bill from the 


American Association of Airport Executives which are as follows: 


The American Association of Airport Executives representing the Nation’s 
civil airports desire to file the following resolution adopted at the annual busi- 
ness meeting of the association in Louisville, Ky., May 19, 1954, as the statement 
of the position of this association on Senate bill 3410. 


AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES RESOLUTION NO. 4 


Whereas there is now pending before the Congress of the United States a pro- 
posal of the Department of Commerce that the sum of $33 million be appropriated 
for Federal aid to airports ; and 

Whereas the Department of Commerce has suggested certain amendments to 
the Federal Airport Act that would allow a more efficient distribution of such 
Federal-aid funds and with much less overhead expense for administration: 
Now, theretore, he it 

Resolved, That the American Association of Airport Executives support 
Senate bill 3410 subject to such bill being amended so as to provide: 

(1) for its expiration 1 year from its effective date and be it further amended 
to provide: 

(2) That Federal agencies pay on a self-liquidation basis for all their space 
requirements in terminal buildings including cost of construction and main 
tenance; be it further 

Resolved, That this association u 
a complete revision of the Federal Ai 


rge continued and expedited efforts toward 


rport Act 

The CuatrrmMawn. I have here several letters which were addressed 
to me which I would like to have inserted in the record at this point. 

The first is a letter from Francis A. Bolton, superintendent of Port 
Columbus in Columbus, Ohio. 

The second is a letter from James D. Ramsey, director, Department 
of Aeronautics in the State of Nebraska. 

rhe third is a letter from Edward F. Knapp, director of the Ver- 
mont Aeronautics Commission. 

And the fourth is a letter from Mr. T. K. Jordon, director of the 
Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission 

Those four letters will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(Letters from directors of aeronautics of the States of Ohio. 
Nebraska, Vermont, and Wisconsin are as follow :) 

City or CoLUuMBUs, 
DIVISION OF MUNICIPAL ATRPORT, 
Port Columbus, Ohio, May 21, 1954. 
Hon. JonHn W. BrRICKER, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Buildina. 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR Bricker: It is my understanding that your committee will 
cons der Senate bill 3410 on Monday, May 24, 1954. As you well know, we here 
in ¢ olumbus have a partially completed terminal building, and the elimination 
of matching funds for terminal buildings will greatly affect our airport expansion. 
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Inasmuch as I will not be in a position to attend this meeting, I thought that 
it would be proper to point out to you the effect this bill will have on the city 
of Columbus. 

Thanking you in advance for your kind consideration of this matter, I remain 

Yours very truly, 
Francis A. Boiron, 
Superintendent, Port Columbus. 


STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AERONAUTICS, 
Lincoln, May 19, 1954. 
Subject : S. 3410 


Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

I am addressing this letter to you as it is my understanding that the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee will hold hearings on this bill on 
Monday, May 24. 

I wish to express this department’s distinct opposition to 8. 8410. Specifi- 
cally, we are in opposition to the amendment to section 2, section 6 (a), section 
3 and section 9 (b). We feel that increasing the discretionary fund to 50 per- 
cent would not insure a proper and equal distribution of the funds provided and 
would result in expenditure of money at those locations which could exert the 
most pressure on the Department of Commerce. 

It is our opinion that the States and the personnel in local CAA offices are 
much more qualified to determine the needs of the local area in the light of 
national benefits than would be the Department of Commerce in Washington. 

We are also opposed to the requirements that all projects be subject to the 
approval of the Secretary of Commerce. We feel that experienced aviation 
personnel would be much more qualified to approve such projects. If the CAA 
is not capable of doing this, then changes in this organization should be made; 
however, we see no justification in turning final approval over to the Department 
of Commerce, 

JAMES TI). RAMSEY, 
Director, Department of Aeronautics. 


STATE OF VERMONT, 
VERMONT AERONAUTICS COMMISSION, 
Vontpelier, May 18, 1954. 


Memorandum to: Vermont congressional delegation. 
Subject: Proposed amendments to the Federal Airport Act, 8. 3410. 


I note in the Congressional Record of May 6, page 5759, the letter of trans- 
mittal from Mr. Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of Commerce, to the President of 
the Senate concerning amendments proposed by CAA in S. 3410 to the exist- 
ing Federal Airport Act. In relation to this prospective legislation, the follow- 
ing requirements may be cited in Vermont as of date: 

A $43,000 project is under development at Springfield where a hard surface 
runway, taxiway, apron, and runway lighting are planned. 

A 500-foot extension of the north-south runway at Montpelier is a possibility, 
though only if required to permit more reliable service by Northeast Airlines. 

A similar extension of 500 feet to 800 feet may be required to accommodate 
Martin 404’s on the north-south runway at Rutland if the Colonial-Eastern 
merger is completed. 

A hard surface is contemplated next year on one runway of 2,000 feet at Ben- 
nington. 

A hard surface runway may become desirable at St. Johnsbury within 1 
or 2 years. 

Resealing of all runways at Rutland and Montpelier will be necessary by 
next year; Newport should be done in 1954 if CAB certificates Northeast Air- 
lines for summer service. 

In view of the statements made in this letter of Mr. Weeks and the emphasis 
given therein to the effect that “projects shall be approved only if they are of 
sufficient national importance to warrant financial participation by the United 
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States,” it ears to me highly doubtful whether a single dollar of such Fed- 

eral aid : be granted on these projects, or any others which we are likely 
; l Ve n : 

Qur experience with decommi ning of the Montpelier radio range and 

INSAC } i] ed eloguent « le ‘ f our distant relationship to Federal 

nal 

| 1} why continue ’ l and es} v if extended into 

u I Federal aid until 

1 < ete i large popu | thereby acquire 


be of I ional importance 
el | iv for « greater control over the 
Li ent (Commerce) than the increase 
cl ) pl ects In as e were of suffi 
! { ‘ ederal aid, the State’s apportionment 
! e Dey h projects. 
! ( I I al rt pro] 
( ow 1 vv ¢ now re 2 
I take into ar such measurements of aeronautical activ- 
it ( airline passenger traffic and number of based aircraft 
tratio progra probal uld mean t Federal aid would 
por Under the 1946 act guarantee- 
! - f shart f kKeder fut Mun vy says, outlays have been too 
» small to do 1 h good In fiscal 1953, it is pointed out, 89 
rece ed a cation of less than $5,000.’ 

Most regrettable is the likelihood that Federal assistance on maintenance 
of ex ing fields, such as sealing and crack-filling work which had been avail- 
ible und broad interpretations of the old act will now be lost. 

rhe t of sealing a 4,000-foot runway is $5,000 or more; if cracks have 
deve ved, the cost can run into an additional $5,000. Multiply these figures 
by t I re runways and the total bill becomes a heavy one for municipal- 

he size of Rutland, Newport, and Montpelier. However, should a national 
emergency develop, it is probable that these airports would be considered use- 
ful, but there is nothing to suggest that they are now regarded as of sufficient 
I portance to warrant Federa funds for continued preservation. 
I probable that amendments will be proposed to this bill if it gets on the 
following hearings which begin May 24, as there are a number in the indus- 
try h till have faith in the value of airports smaller than major terminals. 
Hlowever, in its present form, I do not see anything in it which would warrant 
enthusia or support from the standpoint of its probable effect upon Vermont. 
I intend to keep the Vermont congressional delegation appraised of develop- 
ments as I believe the action taken on this bill will have a significant bearing 
upon the future development of airports in Vermont 


Epw. FF. KNapp, Director. 


THE STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
STATE AERONAUTICS COMMISSION, 
Madison 2, May 18, 1954. 

te S. 3410, to amend the Federal Airport Act before the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 

Chairman, Senate Committee, Interstate and Foreign Commerce 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR Bricker: The Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission is 
opposed to the subject bill, and thinks that it is a poor one. 

The first section of the bill would eliminate terminal buildings from aid under 
the Federal Airport Act. If the proposal were limited to large terminal build- 
ings that are revenue-producing, and are planned with this objective in mind, 
it would be reasonable, but as set forth in the bill it is most unreasonable. Many 
of our smaller airports, including feeder-line stops, require terminal buildings 
to accommodate the public, and in which some space is rented to the airline and 
possibly to an operator, but it is not contemplated when the buildings are built 
that they will pay their way through rentals. These buildings house lobby space, 
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toilets, telephones, and other facilities essential to the public use of the airport, 
as a shelter house is to a park. 

In 1949 the Wisconsin Legislature deleted terminal buildings from our State 
law, thinking it was the right thing to do, but the 1951 legislature had to return 
the authority to the law because of the obvious hardships the change worked upon 
airport sponsors, and the fact that it was working to discourage the use of air- 
ports in which we had expended substantial sums of money. The final solu- 
tion was to limit State aid in airport buildings to $35,000. 

Section 2 proposes to increase the discretionary fund to 50 percent, which 
is a very bad amendment. One of the principal defects of the Federal Airport 
Act is lack of dependability as regards Federal financing, and this would only 
make matters worse. The amendment would be helpful to large communities, 
but would penalize all small ones, and could lead to all sorts of abuses. If any- 
thing is to be done, Congress should eliminate the discretionary fund entirely 
and follow the precedent laid down in the Federal Highway Act, in which all 
funds appropriated by Congress are allocated to the States in accordance with 
the formula set forth in the Highway Act, and no discretionary authority is 
granted to anyone, with respect to the allocation of funds. 

Section 3 of the bill is likewise very bad. It proposes that the Secretary of 
Commerce, instead of the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, shall approve 
each Federal aid project. With all due respect to the Secretary of Commerce, 
he is completely unqualified to pass upon each Federal aid project which may 
be expected to be submitted, and any law authorizing him to do so would be 
short-sighted and harmful. 

I trust that our views on S. 3410 will be helpful to you and your committee. 

Yours very truly, 
T. K. Jorpan, Director. 

The CrarrmMan. The next witness will be Mr. J. Donald Durand, 
secretary and assistant General Counsel of the Air Transport Associa- 


tion of America. 


STATEMENT OF J. D. DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Duranp. My name is J. D. Durand. I am secretary and assist 
ant general counsel of the Air Transport Association of America, 
which is composed of substantially all of the scheduled United States 
flag airlines. Our membership includes the following local service 
airlines: Allegheny, Bonanza, Central, Frontier, Lake Central, 
Mohawk, North Central, Ozark, Piedmont, Pioneer, Southern, South- 
west. Trans-Texas, and West Coast. 

Since the airlines are the principal tenants of airports, we are deeply 
interested in the Federal aid airport program authorized by the Fed- 
eral Airport Act. We agree completely with the conclusions of the 
Airport Panel of the Tran portation Council of the Departm« nt of 
Commerce that: 

1. The number and functional adequacy of present civil airport facilities do 
not meet the present and future needs of civil aviation consistent with the 
requirements of the national interest and security 

2. The Federal Government should participate financially with State and 
local governments in the construction and development of civil airports to the 
extent that these airports serve the national interest. 

As the members of the committee may know, the Airport Panel was 
composed of representatives of all segments of civil aviation, including 
airport operators, State aviation officials, airline representatives, and 
representatives of general aviation. Moreover, its findings were ap- 
proved in principle by a majority of the Transportation Council, 
which is composed of representatives of all forms of transportation. 
We feel, therefore, that those findings are worthy of serious considera- 
tion. 
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We support S. 3410 because we believe that the amendments which 
it proposes will, as Secretary Weeks has stated in his letter of May 3, 
1954, provide a more effective basis for administering the airport pro- 
gram, and will assure the maximum national benefit from any Federal 
funds expended thereunder. 
410 would make three changes of substance in the Federal Air- 
port Act. I would like to comment briefly on each of these proposed 
changes: 


IIs l RT MIN.\ SUILDINGS FOR FEDERAL AID 


S. 3410 would modify section 2 (a) of the Federal Airport Act to 


exclude terminal buildings from Federal aid, as hangars are now ex- 
cluded. This exclusion is based on the view that terminal buildings 
are revenue-producing facilities, and that local communities should, 
therefore, be expected to finance their development. Actually, of 


course, the landing area itself produces revenue. However, the dis- 
tinction is that the terminal building can be designed and constructed 
to suit the anticipated traffic at the field; and, if properly designed and 
constructed, can be made to become self-amortizing. Safety and op- 
erational requirements do not permit the same flexibility in the case 
of the landing area. 

\s Secretary Weeks pointed out in his letter, exclusion of terminal 
buildings from Federal aid is in accord with a recommendation of the 
airport panel. Tlowever, it should be noted that the panel also con- 
cluded as follows on this point : 

However, as a corollary, all Federal agencies should pay for all their space 
requirements, including the cost of construction and maintenance, on a self- 

‘j bata DASIS 

We agree with that finding. We believe that Federal agencies such 
as the Pos { Office De partine nt, the Bureau of Customs, the lmmigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, the Department of Agriculture, and 
the Weather Bureau, for example, should pay for the space which 
they occupy in the terminal building. As a matter of fact, Congress 
has recognized the v alidity of this point of view, at least insofar as 
the Post Office De partme nt isconcerned. In Public Law 819, ap yproved 
June 29, 1948, the Postmaster General was authorized to use a portion 
of the moneys appropriated for the airmail service to lease quarters at 
public airports for the han¢ ling and distribution of airmail. Prior 
to that time the facilities had been furnished by the airlines at their 
expense. 

The Cuatrman. I believe the test imony yesterday was that one-half 
of them are now paying rental. 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir, there is a gradual conversion process. As the 
lease runs out, the Federal Government steps in. 

We, therefore, recommend that, as a corollary to section 1 of the 
bill, paragraph (5) of section 11 of the Federal Airport Act be 
amended to make it clear that the obligation of the airport operator 
to furnish free space in the terminal building to the Federal Govern- 
ment is limited to such space as is needed for the functions of the 
airport control tower; and that the Federal Government will, as any 
other tenant, pay for any other space that it occupies in the terminal 
building. Such an amendment would not affect, in any way, the right 
of military and naval aircraft to use the landing area, without charge. 
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Yesterday, concern Was expressed that the disqualification of ter- 
minal buildings for Federal aid might fall particularly hard on small 
communities and, thus, on the local service airlines. We do not think 
that this will happen. If the airport authority, in consultation with 
the airline tenants, constructs a purely functional type of build- 
ng, if all frills are eliminated, and only necessities are provided for, 
and if the Federal Government pays on a self liquidating basis for 
the space which it occupies, we do not believe that the airline tenants 
O! the field would have to pay unreasonable rentals for the space W hich 
they occupy in the building. 

The CHatrmMan. The building of a traffic control tower was not 
excluded by the terms of this bill, was it ? 

Mr. Duranp. I believe, Senator, if it is a part of the terminal build- 
ng it would be excluded. 

The (CHAIRMAN. They are all built in the terminal buildings, are 
they not. 

Mr. DURAND. | believe most of t em are, The v do not have t oO be 


is long as they are on the field. We would not propos e that the Fed 
eral Government pay for the space it occupies In the control tower. 
The CHatrmMan. The field would be of no use without a control 


gee 

Mr. Duranp. That is right. 

The Cnatrman. But 1 wondered if you think that the terminal 
tower ought to be excluded from any Federal contributions ? 

Mr. Duranp. I would think if any exception could be made to the 
general rule, the terminal tower should be excluded because that is 
just as important as the lights along the runway. 

Senator Scnorrrer. What is the New Look, s« O speak, ¢ or the 
best architectural and practical design with reference to that now? Is 

to st rower trom the terminal building f 

Mr. Duranp. Senator, I am not an airport engineer, and I would 
not know. In the past it has been on top of the terminal building. 

Senator Scnorrret. That is right. You see it practically every- 
where. Ina few places you see it standing alone. 

Mi Di RAND. That is right. It Is an operational question. I 
vouldn’t know the answ rto that. If it were seoregated I don’t think 
we would have any difficulty under this proposal, because it would 
not bea part of the terminal building. 


INCREASE IN DISCRETIONARY FUND FROM 25 PERCENT TO 50 PERCENT 


Section 2 of the bill would increase from 25 percent to 50 percent the 
percentage amounts of appropriations made by Congress which can 
be granted by the Secretary of Commerce for airport development, 
without regard to the population-area apportionment formula now 
provided in the act. In his letter of May 3, 1954, Secretary Weeks 
states as follows, regarding this amendment: 


On the basis of actual experience, and in view of the increased emphasis which 
the Department proposes for projects of clear national importance, an increase in 
the discretionary fund to 50 percent is now required. 

The fact is that the apportionment formula * * * has not had a very close 
relationship to the geographical distribution of public airport development needs. 
* * * it is doubtful whether any rigid formula could provide on a continuing 
basis a distribution of funds that would be closely related to the pattern of most 
urgent needs. * * * If the Federal Government is to be in a position to relate its 
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expenditures to the changing geographic pattern of high priority projects, it 
needs the increased flexibility that would be provided by a 50 percent discretion- 
ary fund. 

We believe that Secretary Weeks’ reasoning is sound. Moreover, the 
comparatively small amounts of funds which have been appropriated 
each year under the Federal Airport Act underscore the need for in- 
creased flexibility in the distribution of funds. In fiscal 1953 only 
$11,750,000 was appropriated for projects in the United States and 
Territories, I understand that today there are more than $12 million 


of local sponsors’ funds available in Ohio alone. The largest amount 


ever appropriated by Congress was $42,750,000 in fiscal 1947. 
Tl e proposed percentage increase in the discretionary fund world 
aid th Secretary of Commerce in concentrating Federal expenditures 


on high priority proje ts. 


LIMII LION OI FEDERAL GRANTS IN AID TO AIRPORTS OF “SUFFICIENT 
\ PRAN FINANCIAI -ARTICIPATION BY THI 


Ixperience under the Federal Airport Act has shown that there will 
never be enough Federal funds to go around. Thus, the Federal Gov- 
ernment, by some objective, selective, process, must pick out those air 


ports w 





hich have a suflicient degree of national in portance to warrant 
Federal financial aid. The report of the airport pane ‘1, referred to 
above, recognized this problem and concluded that Federal aid should 
be limited t » those airports which serve the national interest. In other 


words, Federal partic Ipation should be confined to projects which have 
national, 1 a than purely local, importance. We subscribe to this 
view. (s we understand section 3 of the bill, it also is based on that 
concent. 


ording e to Mr. Dearing’s statement yesterday, it: is contemp slated 
as this section would be 11 


plemented by the establishment of criteria 
whicl rports qualified to receive Federal aid would be selected. 
Mr DD ring ment oned erite ria of 5.000 enplaned pa sengers per 
vear, or based aircraft, or a combination of those 2. He stated that 
the ,cr teria cual be adju ted from time to time. based on ¢ xperience 

and changing circumstances. He also pointed out that 
nevitably be special s tions which will have to be considered on 
ise b ind w should properly be it 1ded in the program, even 

! h tl do not meet these pre e crite 


lhe limited time we have had to study these criteria has not per 


ted us to reach any final con lusion with respect to the cutoff points 
‘lected. However. we have noted that of the approximately 560 eities 
rved by tl irl es, $25) ould be eligi le for Federa | aid On the 
basis of the cutoff proposed by Mr. Dearing, without canard te any 
per ituations which 1 oht eXISsI There are anothe P 385 airports 
lo not receive airline servi but we uid be Siaibie for Federal 
aid under this criteria, a total of 760. But we feel that this woes a 
long way toward developing and keeping modern a system of airports 
the need for which was recognized and stressed by Mr. Hamilton ves 
terday. : 


It seems To 1 . therefore. t] at in view of the likelihood that only Aa 
very ] mited amount of funds will he available und r the act. this 
represents a reasonable approach to the problem. peta terial we 
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support section 3 of the bill. However, experience may demonstrate 
the need for different criteria or different cutoff points. 

In conclusion, I should like to emphasize the importance which we 
attach to the reactivation of the Federal-aid airport program. We 
believe that S. 3410 will assure the maximum national benefit from 
funds expended under the program and we, therefore, recommend its 
approval by the committee. 

The Cuatirman. Do you have any questions, Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator Scnorpren. No questions. 

‘The CuHarrMANn. Senator Hunt ? 

Senator Hunr. I notice that the Frontier Airlines are part of your 
organization ? 

Mr. Duranpb. Yes, si 

Senator Hunt. You have the permission of the Frontier Airlines 
to make the statement you made ¢ 

Mr. Duranp. This bill was analyzed and distributed to our mem 
bers, which includes Frontier, and the testimony that I have given is 
based on the statements we have received from our members. 

Senator Hunr. Did you receive some comments from Frontier ? 

Mr. Duranp. No. we did not. 

Se nator Hu NT. We ll, they are putting then 1S selves out of business 
if they go along with this bill. For the 9 airports that they utilize in 
my State, mone Vs c oulk | be made available to only 2 under this bill, ] 
cannot understand that you would come here representing frontier 
when you have no comments from them. 

Mr. Duranp. Well, they were acquainted with the bill, and our pro- 
posed testimony and their comments were solicited, and we did receive 
comments from many of our members. They did not respond to our 
letter. 

Senator Hunt. In my State, only © asper an ad ¢ ‘hevenne would be 
eligible under this bill, and Frontier serves 9 of these communities, so 
7 of those communities could not participate in airport moneys, and 
every one of them needs air port money. 

Mr. Duranp. I may have misread the Civil Aeronautics Administra 
tion pre entation, but according to the recapitulation it would be Cas 
per, Cheyenne, Laramie, Riverton, and Sheridan. Those towns pro- 
duce 3,000 passengers a year. Riverton and Sheridan do not. I could 
be in error, but I don’t know. 

The Cuatrman. Ihave a list here prepared by the Department, and 
it does look as though there are more th: in just two. It does list Cas- 
per, Cheyenne, Laramie, Riverton, and Sheridan. 

Senator Hunt. They must take eee ee 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir. cues are based aircraft also at the field 
which are Sona, as I understand it. Each aircraft is counted as 
LOO passe wers, 

Senator He nr. Not having the figures before me, I wouldn’t like to 
make a definite statement that some of these cities will not qualify, but 
: am a the impression that only Casper and Cheyenne would 

ualify as far as enpl: ined D issengers are concerned. 

Do vou not unde rstand t] iat this type of a bill will stymie the small 
feeder airlines going into the main trat ie hienibial lines? 

Mr. Duranp. We would not want that to result, and we hope that 
the bill will not operate that way. It is again a question of not hav- 
Ing enough money to go around, so you have to be selective of the places 
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where the money goes. We certainly believe that any airport receiv- 
ing airlines services is of sufficient import: unce in the tri insportation 
network that if there is enough money it would warrant Federal ne 
but we are proceeding on the assumption that there will not be enoug I 
to go around and to give several thousand dollars is probably worse 
than not giving any aid at all, so it is better to confine your gr ants to 
those cities where you can give substantial amounts and you can jus- 
tify the expenditure from a national point of view. 

Senator Hunt. The large cities should be in a position to build and 
maintain and implement their own airports. It is the small commu- 
nities that cannot build airports that need this Federal assistance and 

the hie cities, and I cannot understand you, repre senting these 
maller lines, coming in here and t ilking against your own best posi- 
tion. 

Mr. Duranp. I assume that a large number of the local airports 
vill be included and should be included. 

Furtherm« re, we believe that if there is suffice ent mo! ey, if could 
be well spent on any airport served by the airlines or the airport 

here there is aeronautical activity, but again you get back to the 


‘act that there is not enough money and how are you vroing to cin ide 


senator Hr NT. We oug rhit to divide it like our Fo nd oO Fa her 
thought we should divide evel vthing in the United states, that all 
the States come in for some assistance, 

Senator Scrorpren. I note that you mention the Ozark Airlines. 

Mr. Dcuranp. Yes, sir 

Senator Scnorrren. Follow ing Senator Hunt’s questioning, Ozark 
operates in my State. For instance in Coffe yville and Pittsburg and 
Chanute, Kans., they would not tbe include di in that at all 

\lso Ozark falls into the category of these sm il] airlines. Were 
hey mdi ated as one of those who LO along with this measure ? That 

in southeast Kansas, and that is one of the heaviest populated con 
eressional districts in my State. T] ey a not listed as being eligible 
it all on this list. Of course, IT am up | ere looking out for Kansas. 
alone with the rest of the folks looking out for their own sections 

Mr. Duranp. There are 15 airports in Kansas that would be eligib! 
ind that is without any discre tion on the part of the secretary 

Senator ScHoOEPPEL. One of t hose listed he Te is Wi ‘hita which is 
listed fons tones, Wichita Vestport, Wichita-Ken mers Wichita-Raw 
don, and Wichita-Riverside. And yet out there within approximately 
1 very short distance is the new municipal airport that has finally 
gotten under way after the military rolled all the commercial lines 
ind everybody else off the airport, which is, of course, under the 
defense and is all right. 

But they are counting four different airports in Wichita in that 
total number, and vet they leave out towns like Coffeyville, Inde- 
pendence, Chanute, and Pittsburg. I will hear from them. I am sure. 

The CuatrmMan. I think that is a good presumption. 

Mr. Duranp. May I say this, Senator, that on a $30 million appro- 
priation, which is a theoretical figure used in the Civil Aeronautics 
\dministration figures, if you allocated every ae of it on an allo- 

‘ation formula and had no discretionary fund at all, there would be 
only 7 States that would get over $1 million. 
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Senator Scnorrret. But the point I am making is that southeast 
Kansas, a big section of my State, with mining of lead and zine and 
coal and everything else, is not listed in one single instance as eligible. 
[I just know somebody is off base. I have been in those airports with 
private airplanes too many times, and some of the commercial airlines 
used to go in there. 

Mr. Duranp. If they are to be supplemented on a case by case 
basis 

Senator Scnorprent. Ozark Airline goes in some of those cities and 
that is the reason I was wondering about Ozark’s position. It is 
something I am going to look into, because they will be looking me up. 

Senator Hunr. When did you first get a copy of this bill, Mr. 
Durand ? 

Mr. Duranp. Our time for study was limited. We got it when it 
was released by Senator Bricker. I think it was about May 12 and 
we immediately sent it out to our member airlines with an analysis. 

Senator Hunr. You have not had very long to do your research on 
it as to what it would do to the smaller communities. 

Mr. Duranp. No, and I pointed that out in my statement. We have 
not had much time. 

The Crarrman. Are there any further questions of Mr. Durand ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Durand. 

Mr. Lee. I would like to have your comments on the suggestion 
that the Federal Government pay rental providing for adequate 
maintenance and amortization at the terminals. 


STATEMENT OF F. B. LEE, ADMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS 


Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, under the provisions of the Federal Air- 
port Act as it is now and as it would be when amended, we are 
limited in the amount of rental that we will pay for federally occupied 
Space, If we partic ipate in the airport cons segs In any way, we 
are required, under the act, to obtain free space for the facilities I 
mentioned veste rday such as the air port traffic control tower, Weather 
sureau space, and communication station space. 

I would like to make it clear that participating in field construc- 
tion or an acquisition of land qualifies us for that free space as much 

participation in the construction of the terminal building. The 
airport itself is considered as a unit, and under the oriignal act, con 
tribution does entitle it to these privileges. 

The Cuatrman. Would the bill as drafted exclude the Federal con 
tributions to the construction of towers. 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, the bill excludes Federal participation 
in terminal buildings. 

The Cuarrman. I know that. 

Mr. Ler. We would assume that if the towers were a part of the 
terminal building, they would not qualify. 

The Cuairman. Would this lead to the construction of separate 
towers from the terminal building ? 

Mr. Ler. That is possible, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Would that be desirable? 
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Mr. Ler. That is a rather difficult question to answer, Mr. Chair- 
man. ‘There are many free standing towers that have proven very 
satisfactory. 

On the other hand, it is often most economical to build one unit 
which will include a tower. 

The CHarrman. Most of them are built that way, are they not ? 

Mr. Ler. At the present time they are, yes, sir. 

The CrHarrMANn., We will leave this record open for anybody who 
wants to submit any subsequent statements, and Mr. Murray will be 
here on another matter Thursday morning and we will ask him if he 


cares tomake any comments on this bill. . 
We will also leave the record open to receive any statements that 

the President might make this week, which I understand he will 

make, in regard to airport appropriations. ‘ 


Senator Hunt. Did the nonscheduled airlines participate in these 


deliberations ? 
Mr. Lee. No; they did not, Senator. I would assume that they 


had received copies of the proposed legislation after it was intro- 
duced in the Senate, but in the preparation of the legislation, they 


did not part cipate 

Senator Hunr. Would you agree with me that this will exclude 
thousands upon thousands of small airports from participation in 
any Federal moneys at all ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir, the list of airports that we have that qualify 
now total 750 of the total number of some 5,000 airports in the 
United States. 

I would like to add that many of those airports are privately owned 
and for that reason or for other reasons might not qualify for Fed 
eral aid, but there are a large number of public airports that would 
not qualify. 

senator Hr NT. Some public airports that have in the past qualified 
and have been given some Federal assistance would be excluded under 
th sact from any Federal parti pation, is that not so ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes. IL can oive you the history of the number of air 
ports that have been aided in the past that would not qualify under 
the new criteria. 

The Cuarmreman. Would you submit that so that we can make that a 
part of the record, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Scuorerrent. Do vou have that broken down as to States? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. we can submit a table. 

The CuarrmMan. Will you do that as a part of the record? Will 
that be satis factory ? 

Senator Hunt. Yes. 

1] story of airports rece vine Federal aid in the past, not q lif) 


ing under new criteria is as follows:) 


Tre UNpDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCI m TRANSPORTATION 
Washington, June 16, 1954 
H J W. BRICKER 
Chair» Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washinaton,. D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In a recent telephone conversation with a repre 
sentative f the Civil Aeronautics Administration, Mr. Sweeney of your cor 
mittee staff requested that we furnish the committee, for incorporation in the 


printed hearings on 8. 3410, a list of the airports for which grant agreements 
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have been entered into under the Federal Airport Act and which would not be 
eligible for further mprovement under that act if the proposed criteria rete red 
to in this Department’s testimony were rigidly applied (which of course will 
not be the case). 

In accordance with Mr. Sweeney’s request, I am glad to send you herewith 
20 copies of a tabulation of airports entitled “Analysis of Federal-Aid Airport 
Program, 1947-1954, on Basis of Revised Eligibility Criteria,’ which lists, in 
group B,” the 714 airports in question. 

This tabulation is supplementary to tables 7 and 7A, copies of which were 
previously furnished your committee in accordance with the request made at 
page 144 of the transcript of the hearings on May 25, 1954 


It is hoped that those tables, together with the supplementary tabulation 


tted herewith, will furnish the committee the information desired If 
I) t be of any further ; stance, howe ae ( LOW 
Sincerely yours, 
S | ("y L. D 
(For Robert B. Murray, Jr.) 
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i \ | iT 
t i it i 
O00 7 ‘ e] 
( B \ ) 
e FE \irport 
‘ 
tors n 
ae 
ty sup 


i 
Group 
Douglas 
Flagstaff 
Phoenix 
Prescott 
Tucson 
Winslow 
Yuma 
7 iirports 





NDM 


rO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 








ny 19 on basis of eligi 
' 19 
1 
B eR ) 

ral agreements have been entered into under 
e proposed criteria of 5,000 annual en- 
) Y } raf or less 

it hnumbe of based aircraft 
p yreements have been entered into under 
not ‘ the above specif iteria How 
I ‘ l rt prog special 
€ nd ¢ ficient nat nal interest for Fed 

I ( e nbove « i 
4 f 
i B 

‘ Federal funds 
y obligated 
9, 94 Auburn $94, 188 
9 881/18 30, 497 
19, OSH | Anniste 5D, OOO 
180, 131 |) Alexander City 8, 161 


iD, 454 Andalusia 


12) 199 


DO, 348 

, 36, O70 
60. 727 | Grove Hill 15, 325 
20, 519 
Roanoke 22, 000 


Wetumpka 1, 211 


Fayette 


70, S038 | Guntersville 


Ss, 464 
600. GSO — 
10 airports 333, 319 
ARIZONA 


Group B 
Chandler $ 


S98. 650 


15, 
178, 631 | Safford 73. 667 
2, 689, 420 tnagdad a 17. 799 
115, 814 | Clemenceau 12. O84 
it 164 Holbrook 22 G25 


, 281 | Springville 5, 736 

15, 702 | Tombstone 
Williams 

, 306, 662 _ 


8 airports . 202, 589 
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FEDERAL 


ARKANSAS 


Group A 
Federal funds 


obligated 


Locat 
El Dorado 
Fort Smith 


Helena 


$81, 732 
637,107 

3, 019 
Little Rock 359, TOS 
Pine Bluff 77, 205 
Texarkana 13, O61 
Harrison 30, 497 


7 airports lL, 


CALII 
Group A 

Bakersfield $43, 202 
Crescent City 32, 439 
Fresm 166, 115 
Long Beach $153, S45 
Los Angeles (Int'l) 1, 958, 775 

] ngeles 
(San FernandoValley ) 35, 100 
Marysville ~ OOO 
Merced 1, 2231 


Modesto { ere 





Monterey 158, 990 
Oakland 877, 982 
Oxnard , cue 
Paso Robles 31, 905 
Redding 36, 666 
Sacrament 206, 179 
Ontario 121, 417 
San Diego 

(Lindbergh) as 219, 745 
San Diego 

Montgomery ) 145, 247 
San Jose 
San Francisco D 
San Louis Obispo 57, S55 
Santa Ana 14, 627 
Santa Barbara 10, SSS 
Santa Rosa 36, 394 
Stockton 8, 275 
Ukiah 24. 500 


Napa 73, 269 
Visalia ; 29, 793 
Concord ¥ 110, 787 
Fullerton 26, O82 


Half Moor 
Hawthorne 
Hayward 
Imperial 
Santa Monica 92. 


Bay 7 





35 airports 


Group B 


Location 
Stuttgart 
Fayetteville 
Camden 
Blytheville 
Jonesboro 
Magnolia 
Walnut Ridge 
Springdale 
Batesville 
Benton 
bentonville 
Clarksville 
Crossett 
ilippin 
Gurdon 
Mena 
No. Little 


searcy 


Ror k 


1S airports 


ORNIA 


Fortuna 
Inyokern 
Porterville 
Red Bluff 
Watsonville 
Yuba City 
Auburn 
Banning 
Bishop 

Del Mar 
Garberville 
Hanford 
Jackson 
Montague 
Pismo Beach 
Quincey 
Sonora 
Adin 
Borrego 
Cedarville 
Corning 
Dorris 
Dunsmuir 
Fall River Mills 
Fort Bidwell 
Fort Jones 
Happy Camp 
Little River 
Los Banos 
Oroville 
Pixley 

Santa Ynez 
Trinity Center 
Tulelake 


35 airports 
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Federal 
obligated 

$35, 214 

59, 3880 

73, 754 

21, DOD 

24, 104 

69, 423 

14, 500 

12, 360 


funder 


nO, OOO 
1D, S40 
28, TO6 
12, O26 
2,310 
17, 407 
», OOG6 


37, OOO 


$120, 502 


12, 189 


ab 
10. 927 
1 SOG 
34, 558 


8. OOO 
11, 164 


2, 740 


2. UK 
8S. OF 
10.0 
yy OY 


26, 164 


7, 766 
9, 793 
10, 590 
2 620 
7, 407 
306 
Q. TAG 

a1 
10,55 
27, 68 
5,111 
12, 387 
5. 652 
16, 244 
19, 679 
7.380 
7, (22 


696, 361 





AMENDMENTS 


ro 





Fe 
Le f obligated 
Alamosa $3, 066 
Colorado Springs : 121, 31 
Denver! 2, 340, 172 
Durango 49, 282 
Grand Junction 62, 418 
Greeley ay ay ae} 
Pueblo 40, det 
7 airports 673, 80. 
ON NEC 
Group A 
Bridgeport 
New Haven = 
Willimantic neuen 
Windsor Locks_______- 1, 076, 215 
RIPON ook 1, 335, 013 





FEDERAL 


AIRPORT ACT 


COLORADO 


Group 
iain 


Cortez 
Montrose 
Gunnison 
Longmont 
Loveland 
Sterling . 
id 


rinid 


‘anon City 


lug: 
Kremmlin 
Limon 
Walden 

14 airports 
rICcuml 


Group B 
Groton 


1 airport 


DELAW ARI 


Group A 
CO |, $105, 499 


1 airport 105. 499 


Group B 


FLORIDA 


Group A 
$60, 500 
60, 896 
76, 000 
, 827, 443 
213, 286 
121, 572 
129, 596 
28, 175 


Daytona Beach__-__-_- 
Jacksonville 
Key West 

NN atari alata 
Orlando asain 
Panama City a nee 
Pensacola_- 
Sarasota 


ee _ 24, 475 
Tampa Seed on 385, 000 
St. Petersburg stags 


7, 947 


11 5, 934, S90 


airports 


Group B 
Marianna 
Pah kee 
Cedar Key aed 
Clewiston____- 
Holopaw 
imverpers......-..—.- 
Plant City 


7 airports 


B 


Federal funds 
obligated 


$20, 335 


75, 502 

100, 290 

. 13, 519 
15. S96 

60, 529 

208, 895 
62, 999 

; 20, 157 
S, O40 

762 

25, T64 

7. 045 


617, 293 
$36, 528 
36, 528 

None 


$7, 
70, 
11, 


‘, 


O71 
052 
250 
878 
317 
339 
460 


9 


ay 


33, 


132, 367 
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GEORGIA 


Group A Group B 
Federal funds Federal funds 
Location obligated Location obligated 
AIDGBY Sesiccc $7,500 | Columbus ‘ $48, 000 
Athens : es ee ON CH ana siiiinrtcccinierictnsaeahs 7,273 
Atlanta (Fulton County) --~- 559, 702 | Americus hihchestak mae 16, 125 
Atlanta (Municipal) —_- 2, 688, 180 | Brunswick ; be . %2,889 
Augusta ee 385, 918 | Vidalia —_ 15, 061 
Brunswick 8,911 | i’homastor 26, 553 
Columbus 4 620, 326 | Quitman capes 24, 541 
Macon wt 4, 725 | Jasper _— 22.110 
Savannah__- rit 105, 481 | Blakely - cine! ee 
Valdosta o ey 118, 542 sutler selects halite 1, 250 
Waycross : : 1,013 | Cairo shsidneiinns ~ Sa ae 
- — Camilla Gdns 18, 500 
11 airports ied 1,565,217 | Carrollton ‘ -.. 24, 405 
Darien 18, 700 
14 airports___- 327,752 
IDAHO 
Group { | (7 ip B 
i $262,361 | Blackfoot- ss _ $27, 356 
I a 56, 582} Burley 21, 813 
RON sencilla leat aleied 151, 204} Caldwell__- ere ieee ; 33, 610 
Pocatello__.____— co eet eae 139, 856 guhl ‘ a 16, 462 
PT i OE isis csdbceirinentdaiaaaiaa 493, 639 | Coeur D’Alene scteciniabciniiinit 2, 0438 
a | Gooding..........-- ivéiesmcicnsges, ae 
SD Ril DOT. wcunanene 1, 103, 642| Orofino een teet es 7,617 
Rexburg 20, 518 
Sandpoint 90, 231 
Weiser eee 15, 834 
Soda Springs abated sibel lait 5, 036 
Arco » ssrdanaiasia ao 6, O51 
Bonners Ferry-—-_- . —— 27, 950 


Carey 15, 536 


Challis_ ey 





Council : ia celia 5, O75 
| Craigmont aa Sas 
| Driggs__--- a 
| Dubois 7 6, 781 

Emmett " : otal 5, 309 

Glenns Ferry sadiiesabanie 1, 962 
| Hailey , ych-etuachunecehenetectits, 1 

Hazelton_-_ Sica 8, 666 
| Jerome____ hae at custteisins  e e 

i al lie 1, 589 

0 ES IR I 3, 240 
DOI acc ciate mseiemes ied 23, 610 
| Mackay--- “sick iets cecal eadiaaiinlaiinials 3, 168 
| Preston___- iceagiaah cxteneca hy aes alee 4,914 
| Priest: River. ....... eee 
| Rigby Si RR eee 5, 862 


WE. SERN. ckcccannsswacewan 21, 313 


ee 496, 568 
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ILLINOIS 


Federal funds Federal funds 














Locat obligated Location obligated 
Alton ee pbc $445, 324 | Carbondale________________ $141, 542 
Champaign 46, 961 | Bloomington_______________ 264, 148 
Chicago (Midway )-------__ mr OC 252, 218 
Chicago (O’Hare)__. -___ 6, 835, 000 | Harrisburg___....__~______ 68, 464 
Danville ees n 558, 504 | Jacksonville eS “ 80, 126 
Decatur : 64, 839 | Lincoln___- ‘ ae 136, 305 
Mattoon . 7 215, 000 | Marion__- S cate 364, 661 
Moline eel ae 716, 918 | Salem - cg 50, 926 
Mount Vernon tee 70, 252 | Lichtfield rie 29, 000 
Peoria pe oa 162, 602 | Chicago (Meigs) _-.___- 1, 001, 137 
quincy é 9, OOO oe 
Rockford 967 10 airports cctasiniiccn thy Ce Ore 
Springfield 000 
West Chicago_- aes 311 

14 airports_____- 11, 472, 775 
INDIANA 
Group A Group B 
Evansville Serer ees 1 NI i $24, 816 
Fort Wayne as : 250, 001 | Bloomington Sakon 70, 000 
Gary ohio 806, 341 | Connersville cit i Lae 48, 977 
Indianapolis ‘ 1, O88, 287 | Valparaiso pie eae Oe 
Richmond or 54,015 | Michigan City.........____- 68, 000 
South Bend _._. 1, 209, 185 | Bedford Sa a anata 38, 700 
Terre: Haute 266, 363 | Kendallville iideodeh siete octinahn 11, 540 
— SUNN te acces ceeriahen 5, O84 
airports cea == 3, O91, 126 ———- 
8 airports sic --. 312, 879 
IOWA 
Group { G ip B 
Ames . — $63, 261 | Boone sited: sce $55, 146 
su nm 74, 445 | Charles City ” +, 700 
Ced Rapids - if Estherville e = 12, 901 
Clint Keokuk a 154, 275 
Davenport _ 3 Atlantic . : 5, 961 
Des Moines 610, 764 | Cherokee anes siieait 13, 257 
Dubuque : * 108, 122 | Denison 42, 031 
Fort Dodge 128100 | Jefferson in ie 19, 168 
Iowa City 110, 425 | Mapleton a iciedes lei 10, 920 
Mason City = 66, 073 | Mount Pleasant acpi -. 14,405 
Sioux City 257, 439 | Muscatine 52, 579 
Waterloo x 396, 592 | Perry - - 35, 817 
— - Red Oak . ‘ 28, 492 
orts 651,955 | Shenandoah acd 42, 748 


Algona 





Guthrie 


48, 658 






Chariton 16, 180 
Clarinda 70, 362 
FHagle Grove 7 13, 392 


— ene 
0, 693 





Center - 
Pocahontas a aaahialil dase ei daeisinenes 5, 917 
20 Sirports.. cn 647, 552 





Location 
Garden City 
Great Bend 
Hutchinson 
Kansas City 


(Fairfax) 
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AIRPORT ACT 


KANSAS 


(froup A 
Federal funds 
obligated 
SHS, 2O4 
12, 110 
246, COO 


Manhattan 2, OSD 
Pratt 6,550 
Salina 214. 880 
Topeka GSS, OSG 
Wichita 64, S27 
9 airports 1, 765, 511 
KI 
croup { 
Bowling Green $35, 414 


Covington 
Lexington 
Louisville 
Owensboro 


Paducah 


6 airports l, 


S6, 449 | 


164, 235 
641, 431 
446, 102 


7 OF 


mt, ml 


500, 902 


up RB 


] Ti 
Abilene 
Chanute 
Emporia 
Goodland 
Liberal 
Oakley 
Ortawa 
Pittsbur 
Russel] 
Winfield 
Atchison 


Cottonwood Falls 
Garnett 

Harper 
Hiawatha 
Hillsboro 

Horton 

Kinsley 


Lenora 
Marvsv lle 
Neodesha 


Osawatomic 
Sabetha 


Washington 


24 
ol airports 


Group B 


Middlesboro 
Somerset 
Ashland 
Frankfort 
Georgetown 
Gilbertsville 
Hazard 
London 
Mayfield 


9 airports 








119 


Federal funds 
obligated 
$21, S66 
» OOS 
, 706 
24. SOB 
41, 227 
1D, COO 
72, 908 
14, OSZ 
» 498 
.' 7 
YY (O66 
3S NOM) 
6, 414 
os. OO4 
S O46 
175 
] a> 
. {> 
200 
Ie), OOD 
7, ON 
6, 400 
15, @39 
id oh 
a, = 
1, 853 
rey ¢ ) 
14, 656 
IS, ODD 
‘, 1G 
», Lod 
SO2, O14 
$123, 178 
60, S30 
179, 491 
175, 5OO 
24, 900 
121, 601 
105, 594 
136, 108 
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LOUISIANA 


Group A | Group B 
Federal funds | Federal funds 
Location obligated Location obligated 
Alexandria $19, 419 | Bastrop ene sis ingen 
Baton Rouge BAR SOE TR ic iecenimereincekaen) EG 
Lafayette ‘ ou, Von 1 ecnmings 8 KK .. «6986, 
Lake Charles 40, 000 | New Iberia ;. eae 
Monroe 60, 815 | Welsh__-_ RE EN ere 10, 138 
New Orleans (Moisant) 530, 696 | Lake Providence or ~ ta, 00e 
New Orleans | Jeanerette _«. 10,500 
(New Orleans) 186, 628 | Marksville a et 5, 093 
Shreveport 2,278,125 |New Orleans (Alvin Callen- . 
- dar). : eretts - 44, 593 
8 airports 3, 359, 525 | Opelousas_____-_ ‘ maces (gee 
Rayne____ eR ee 
Rayville___ : ; . 29, 631 
e 
12 airports . 386, 218 
MAINE 
Group A Group B 
Augusta ; $166, 010 | Auburn 5 $27, 253 
Bangor mele 48, 849 | Millinocket enw Ah, wos 
Portland 170, 662 | Caribou _- g : 6, 309 
Rockland___----- eS Ue 1 ORR ON  cmvvresieece 6, 146 
Oe a ia asc rctteecienectinns Tn a 19, 375 
a ie 4, 937 
RPO ee eet. 423, 198 | Portage Lake_._______________ 9, 377 
RII its cine lance 5, 000 
S SIM0re. ccs OR ee 
MARYLAND 
Group A Group B 
Baltimore (Harbor) ae $7, 358 | Frederick__.._.....__._______. $230, 505 
saltimore (Friendship)--- 2, 482, 016 | Crisfield__.........________ 36, 473 
Easton_- iieleaabeia sit 8, 500 coment. i 
Hagerstown____------ 60, 000 2 airportse............ 268,978 
Salisbury ale a 85, 948 
5 airports—- . 2, 643, 822 
MASSACHUSETTS 
Group A ! Group B 
sedford Pines i ome eseenic acon $185, 679 | Fall River__- os . $325, 545 4 
Boston eee ae eT) - 131,401 ' 
Fitchburg___----~- : 28, 955 | Chatham_________ 77, 195 
Lawrence acs spaceaeeieea akon 59, 823 RN ae dn eS 33, 112 
Nantucket a 5 87,150 | Orange a ee 15, 782 
New Bedford_- : aoe 289 210 | Provincetown___- : eee 89, 543 . 
Norwood ; eek 8, 930 | - 
Pittsfield 231, 214 6 airports ntctnmmncm “ODEs SOE 
Vineyard Haven : 56, 046 
Westfield 16, 281 ; 
Worcester 1, 478, 439 : 
11 airports +, 126, 694 
MICHIGAN : 
Group { Group B 
Battle Creek $19, 805 | Adrian , . $18,138 
Benton Harbor ‘ 42,001 | Alma : 8, 990 
Detroit City 149, 728 | Bay City 50, 000 
Detroit (Wayne Major) 4, 003, 147 | Owosso 69, 500 


Detroit (Willow Run) 70, 901 | Sturgis - 18, 487 
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MICHIGAN—continued 


Group A Group B 


Federal funds Federal funds 


Location obligated Location obligated 
DUN cessed. aE a eg encore ieenccae $292, 985 
Grand BRanids............... 607,061] Grand Haven—.........._... 47, 350 
Jackson CS AE Se CS Te | CI sa ero errs 75, 691 
Kalamazoo___- igi Damar oa 1S TOE 1 CORO eink cetwnsceneen 32, 474 
ROUSING... stegdeiad AOE. TOF Tt CORO ine tenes 16, 180 
Monroe si caeattclen Sigs aie 80. 572 | tron Mountain..._............... 78, 296 
Muskegon_____—_- eer? 2a DO AIT 1 TOT cs sarees cee 68, 639 
Niles et Bg ee 98, 783 | Marquette_____- eee 4 55, 969 
Pellston______ ee 98 191 | Menominee... _____....... 69, 824 
Pontiac______ as a ae ee 27, 861 | Midland__- s sglstaa ie iveaiitese: 83, 990 
ge: | eee 111, 600'| South Baven....._.......... 15, 116 
ORR ee 11, 974 | Bad Axe cit | 
Traverse City__ aa 7, 897 | Fremont- eS 5, 92% 

—" | ere... ia —pceaa 11, 041 
18 airports_.__.____._. 6, 117, 275 | Lakeview---.-.-----___-__- 7, 321 
Ludington___ wees 19, 250 


| Sebewaing pete 
Three Rivers va ; 16, 588 
Watervliet ae] 13, 893 


6, 905 


24 airports 1, 105, 656 
MINNE 
Group A | 


SOTA 
Group B 


Duluth races ees $201, 788 | Albert Lea - ae $85, 000 
Grand Rapids__ teint, (Pe Pe |, | 13, 266 
Mankato nal eee ae a  Samgeee 
Minneapolis (Crystal) ______ 25, 424 | Brainerd eee 
Minneapolis (International). 2, 221,000 | Fergus Falls ne 62, 789 
Minneapolis (Flying Cloud) - 66, 996 | International Falls________. 96, 500 
Rochester__- 7 --... 158, 714 | Marshall ENTITY 30, 118 
St. Cloud___ piace Snes 49, 744 | Minneapolis (Anoka)______ 206, 100 
St. Paul roe 37, 523 | Pipestone ics diab ncaa daha 33, 000 
South St. Paul______ . 65, 962 | St. Paul-Elmo_____-_~_~_- bo 58, TOO 
Bemidji _ f oe 19, 363 | Baudette plea 2 14, 000 
—______.. | Fairmont ee a 63, 310 

Ai airports.........<. 3: 990 oe7 | Pairpankt......... 27, 920 


New Ulm 
Owatonna 
Thief River Falls 


62, 236 
29, 916 


87, 522 


| Willmar ees 39, 646 
| Winona é 170, 760 
A i 10, 511 
Blue Earth aerial 20, 626 
Cloquet dicmevialgiccan. 22, 275 


wie 20, 000 
13, 788 


Crookston 
| Dodge Center 





Glenwood 
Grand Marais 
Hector 
Jackson 
Litchfield 


| Little Falls 


Little Fork 
Moose Lake_ 
Mora 


Redwood Falls__ 


Sleepy Eye 
Tracy 
Warroad 
Worthington 


37 airports___ 


12, 047 


__ 82 OLB 


19, 871 
16, 552 
5, 766 
19, 37 
5, 998 
13, 694 


" 10, 977 
ee 21, 649 


16, 960 
23, 902 
13, 750 
16, 647 


_.. 1, 667, 927 





oe AMI 


Greenville 
Grenada 
Gulfport 
Hattiesburg 
Jackson 
Laure 
Meridiar 
Nate hez 
rupelo 


Vicksburg 
1 1 “ts 
( ( Pp 4 
Cape G irde 
Col 
Dexte 
Joplin 


Group { 
Billings 
Bozeman_- 
Butte___ ‘ Sa at 
Cut Bank 
Great Falls 
Helena 
Miles City 
Missoula 


8 airports 








PTO FEDERAL 


POL- (MM) ( 
143, 370 | Pas 1 
16,333 | Yazoo City 
000 | Brookhaven 
27,576 Charleston 
36, 190 Crosby 
28,253 > Hazlehurst 
551 McComb 
9,250 Raymond 
4, 169) Union 


10 airport S 


Jefferson City 
Maryville 
25,900 Nevada 

205, 507 Mexico 

10, S67 Marshall 


153, 093 | Caruthersville 


Waynesville 


0,442, 490 Albany 


Bolivar 
branson 
Cabool 
Camdenton 
ixcelsior Springs 
Gideon 
Hornersville 
Houston 
Kennett 
Linn Creek 
Malden 
Marceline 
Moberly 
Poplar Bluff 


Slater 
Sullivan 
Tarkio 


Willow Springs 
29 airports 


MONTANA 


(37 | Havre 
115, 703 | Kalispell 
14, 664 | Dillon 

50, 224! Lewistown 
97, 899 | Shelby- 

9, 184) Sidney 

28, 749 | Chester 
150, 532 | Choteau 

Circle 

517, 692 | Conrad 


$50 





Federal funds 
obligated 

S59, SOD 

5, 589 

12, 785 

36, 941 


2, 014 
27, 022 


1, 582 
26, 396 


9. 445 
2, 987 


264, 606 


5, Sd 
23, 416 
30, 000 
19, 490 
54,916 
2Y, 862 
1! 601 
17, 540 
, 148 
22, 863 
18, 117 
16, 689 
24, 327 
16,104 
19, 500 
20 FOO 
16, 106 


2, 779 


54, 230 
2, S24 
$, 121 
3,910 
i, 752 
) 





146, TO7 
40, 104 
13, 535 

S, S59 
16, 656 


17, 992 





AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 123 


MONTANA—Continued 











Group A Group B 
Federal funds Federal funds 
Location obligated Location obligated 
ccd tenets . $12, 382 
Be IN cincicivkiereiccinnitinacnics 7, 718 
ETN RES Aan 10, 944 
Sa ee 10, 071 
iis wstiuiciteinidindiansidiiisindiieen 890 
Re UN i aniciso sac cmainghtaiaene 27, 133 
PN iciices ieiascdsab ican ciesecenrsivencsanabocconiaicl 27, 322 
cat a 4,245 
gS ne ee 7, 701 
III asciasincnstnsttiecissisansnaienittabiabi 20, 960 
eee 4, 638 
RID et cicisninaisis mine nipeneiasctledncesic 13, 044 
I ccs nsinsiditiben krbanbesedinmnnintin 8, 638 
‘Thomimeon Pallas... cannnenen 6, 87% 
ON SO iiicsstses smsereremnead 2, 784 
BS Olmert sncnnewli 540, 968 
NEBRASXA 
Group A | Group B 

Cee TUB a ciciccicitvcenaraiaee $22, 875 | Columbus__________- ei scmcsinacaded $64, 062 
II ictcts acts einccntensiciceieachantansedondl RO ene ee 126, 546 
Bertie Pinte... cccusomibue 8 Oe ee 27, 920 
la celal ea Beg Se ee Fe isi ccansnnississsictchiiitin inci 40, 309 
EE LES ATEN I acct scnmemmnenienes 9, 331 
—_—_—_—_ | Gothenburg__________.-_____ 9, 367 
D RIOR. cheeses 1, GOT, Cee tO. nica da Settidbancnne 2, 797 
| ee see 11, 000 
eter 22, 628 
a 50, 000 
IE ited tssshtich scciiieteabink ita 11, 159 
NN i aie acca 11, 950 
PID ciascstnteinstinsenencinicinasin aie al 10, 155 
I i ea el 56, 442 
BI OI acacia aici sao dhscsas amotio 7, 3875 
RII cn boii cide nisbwdesicgheeeaiicdacaaceieia iba 20, 221 
BIEN cs nnicecilncgdllel Aled dh andaidelagnns 13, 080 
et acces nian ee 12, 742 
Pa asi ccccincssccscibiientiensdieendakeallia> a 
a 3, 631 
A ss ici atascicacct cctasisiillaciasibleiii 10, 672 
RR ae ne een es 16, 628 
ea lt 20, T00 
I cs soni eucbres niiesinamiaaiagien 16, 853 
a a a 29, 287 
Olina eee iclcal 14, 084 

PE CRO. denser (a csiassomaain 

Fairmont___ icine Se cyeetpanen lian 

| Harrison__-- 5nd Nasataeewetneen 

WO 5 eae Sakata 
PIRI II! cl encitaibactanacaneadtnmaads 17, 700 
ne 
Hebron____--~- ial cates 24, 175 
es sccrwruimaileeabed 26, 116 
I citeciorsniietanniiianin ieee’ 32,236 
Taishi as elie aa 22,142 
edict eee a ol 12, 660 
Sa ee i as a ce at ae 5, 708 
I i de 6, 900 
ili iad aaa da 10, 244 
PI a ca lactaclaa hci ain ail eaa 10, 820 


48972—54——_9 











AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


NEBRASKA—continued 


Ya Group A 

oes Federal funds | _ Federal funds 
Location obligated | Location obligated 
i ah meee conten $43, 058 
BN eens tcenenramens 19, 204 
ANION ies coc k= eelatab ig 2, 472 
SION ceed us te nscale vara 26, 210 
5 I MN an ntenicg occemmnen econ 15, 000 
We RO icisa ch dcexictpiatsakciskccugiecmmatemes 5, 309 
UR is tarencseasceieidiben niki punancoeiianmaipdatiade 39, 190 
£3 GIVDCTE nn nncceeue 1, 066, 546 
NEVADA 

Group A | Group B 
NN a at Bla $73, 089 | Boulder City..._._._._.......... $598 
RO I a een eg Pe | RD ria nlc cinienae 13, 725 
pL eee 65, 437 
DOIG ecco 1, 276, O86 | Burekea..... ....2...<- 17, 740 
SN ak a Sate 6, 751 
UR NEEN aiic- sncsicmimeiscaananaioalameiccs 75, 768 
FON Sa a alas, ea 20, 82 
IPM fs Wain ipracicnadic 10, 316 
OPO ss diciscsiwnocentrcciavanseniadeas 40, 206 
DP CIOS wn ccndnaiuamuil: 251, 364 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Group A | Group B 
a i can eel IED) RR iiss coireniecemncemasieneiel $16, 098 
tlt 28, ear eeee einer. 29, 859 
I a Ne a Id et IN Ns ccc access tincenclensi 19, 795 
I a a caida Oe rena 12, 146 
= Whitefield_ i a anagiaitamnieias 5, 000 
PRI scien 114, 582 — 
UDOT sacs eee 82, 898 

NEW JERSEY 

Group A Group B 
PURO ISG CONG a erin cinn fa $115, 720 | Atlantic City (Bader)_____ $351, 585 
Morristown______- 6, 150 | Millville_____- a ee 11, 708 
NS Ws ieiems aackninec sian res 4, 798, 614 | Dover_____-_- iene ee 4, 500 
oS a Se 5; 400} Ocean Olly... oe 10, 000 


4 airports_-_--~--- 


4,935, 884 | ‘errports.............. BITS 


NEW MEXICO 


Group A Group B 








Farmington_ . re Soe. tee 1 enone {CNG dk ee. $27, 126 
Gallup_-_- : : a ee 132, 468 | PEE ee ee 8, 505 
Hobbs (Lea County) -------- De Bee 1 oR es eiictiae ncmmmmetiarbaes 68, 330 
Rare be RR Rete } SSO ST in i oe ieee 44, 145 
Santa Fe___________ at EG TRA TG si crete 16, 620 
on | RR ca ears 100, 000 

0 DE ee b SRNR oe Cee eeacene 80, 750 

DS Ria iets ib tispincenitstnberteis Seintavinagh 46, 950 

Bs RM WE a cascceccsat ac cash enccemachs 

PN ga cachieecncthic niacin ince 

I a ao Beta 70, $908 

| Truth or Consequences__-__~~_- 49, 318 

| 12 airports..______.__.._.. 598, 923 








AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 125 





NEW YORK 
Group A Group B 
Federal funds Federal funds 
Location obligated Location obligated 
cai cocci acutos tnialinsicheactacsoaes SD ID occas aictieeciticn ea sieticscenmenig $57, 000 
BI icici citets votwenenascnesnin Oe eT CO al ciicticncntoiinailienatiaanaineiunca 12, 342 
i atsshsatccc tinsel 842, 949 —_____- 
Ecler ccnaitiniienscationines 65, 218 a 69, 342 
eS PURI... sinicscnienitneiosaaraen 17, 895 
NN iss susncisviitniae oncga ancient 142, 341 
NIN ss ctoncccssceschvcmatiendespsrininsthiande 56, 655 
ee 109, 298 
. ee | 3, 383, 519 
New York LaGuardia_____- 965, 901 
pierre Pas... 74, 567 
NE once eeeaie 54, 245 
POUR OODIE Ko nn cena. 13, 205 
” Ne 2, 324, 720 | 
Saranac Lake............. 127, 788 | 
menemectiay —..........---<. 37, 500 
i  aiecieceareauaels 355, 647 | 
a -~ 1,149, 958 | 
Ci, . 80, OVO | 
Wares 2 eee... La 119, 934 | 
20 airports_______- 13, 044, 154 | 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Group A Group B 
I a ae $26, 610 | Southern Pines____-.--~-- $3, 432 
CI vic erre gp acheineenne 1, OF ee L eeeneenie...---. 2... 52, 075 
II ED cnn cxectenccecenssirercationse 251, 985 | Wilson__-_-- casa 8, 110 
RN eh pe, Mle de. Sie eos 6, 600 
IE ccccraianes Ce pas ienne 244, 633 | Goldsboro_____-_-_-~- ; 14, 109 
TIN TR areca cc ose mcconep sea 45, 600 | Roanoke Rapids__-_----~-- " 71, 805 
RI 4 stene nach ajepsaicnpaminge 55, 000 st 
Rocky Mountain____-_----- 17, 671 6 ahpertn oe 156, 131 
eC  icieiiigneneascrenscrmarertncn 103, 730 
Winston-Salem_____.__----- 40, 399 
10 airports._...._.-.. 2, 014, 943 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Group A Group B 
i $146, 302 | Jamestown = $53, 478 
Pane. ...<.<<- cee «=| CT OEE BNO enwacen 7, 200 
OU ic ecumaas 69, 733 | Grafton eoecareth 10, 863 
RR ete Meroe ee 71, 373 | New Rockford Beier cai 11, 188 
apieaegaententel | OO GENIE ER xcs phd aires aM icbireis 8, 996 
4 elsports......-.... ere 1138, 052 
NINO a tc i ea lathe 4, 405 
| Carrington__- sscsgicithieiatiliate 6, 52 
i | Cavalier__ Gecissh cubed 3, 478 
| Columbus patna 2, 800 
Dickenson _- eal 28, 816 
Drake sg a ear 4, 065 
i Glen Ulin aka ata 1, 400 
ee eee 3, 800 
Leeds__ sled ie ene Bark oad 3, 835 
| a a ee a 2, 640 
| INS ascinwaiik aaveeiieksandaedies 9, 570 
Mayville________ madi 3, 229 
NI eo scecsintst asistencia 6, 420 
Pembina sees Scapaeateeie econ 18, 500 





Swix cianiadwiaieniemebasen 7, 600 
ar ian civiccinicitatsninnccuseneetchen 7, 620 
| 








Group A 


Location 


Group A 
Akron-Canton 
Akron__ goa, 
Cincinnati (Blue Ash)_____. 
Cleveland (Hopkins) __~_- 
Cleveland (Cuyahoga) 
Columbus- 
J. a 
Marion___- 
Springfield 
Toledo 
Youngstown__ 
Zanesville__ 


12 airports 


Group A 
eI oi ssccnc esas saeincasesciai 
OS SEE ae 
Enid__ een ae artae 


era arg ok ak 
Muskogee__ 
Norman__- sceuaniallitesaiean 
Oklahoma City (Rogers) —-_- 
NN i iis las 
I 
NN NN ct cc isan ait nciitaaketetes 
Tulsa 


11 airports 


AMENDMENTS 


NORTH DAKOTA- 


TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


continued 


Group B 
Federal funds 
obligated Location 
a ee 
| Valley, City...-.-----.=-. 
| Wahpeton_____---__ poe es 
Ne RN ccs og ots: 
a0 SOM. cece 


OHIO 
| Group B 
$87, 600 | Middletown_- ei 

55, 000 | Defiance_____-___- 
320, 000 | New Philadelphia___------- 
IE irene rensccens 
50, 491 | Cleveland (Lake Front) -~--- 
734, 981 OY 
122, 000 | Van Wert__---- 
347, 007 | 
33, O84 
378, 692 | 
331, 985 
77, 009 | 


7 airports_-_-_- inaneais 


4, 608, 835 | 


OKLAHOMA 








Group B 
eR FIR eco ccc ena a 
ene rn a nae 
Sa CR sO a ecient 
451.035 | McAiester...........22..-es. 
ON 0 en cnueee 

8,800 | Oklahoma City (TuLakes) 

oO OR Oo | ee ee eee 
ee ee A on ecieaaeonoeee 
Be Ne RT oo iacad cexicenmmserineamaemase 
UT Be i sara ites inidineemeee aaa 
153, 542 | Woodward (West) --------- 
Ardmore (Lake Murray) --- 
ee ean Sen FY 5. ke nercomtinks muaetaecueene 
IN 2, - cn: cum aieenaaoaeouniannehas lee 
RRND... cccismpisnwoccoas numapimecanere 
I sales tac rel abies ch etn iecterph eo 
SE SU acters case coaebes 
RI cantacotee peas ereenn acetone 
bi Oe eee ae 
ON oi i ccnp 
| Lawton (Lawtonka)--~~~-- 
SONI a 
SII ct ils ah cece tiie tina 
RINE WN oc iecceccncnnccweiionain 
IRR 
eel a 

TN i oe inceiceren es 
a ESE ee ee 


28 airports_____ 


Federal funds 
obligated 


$7, 450 
40, 587 
34, 900 

1, 638 


404, 003 


$70, 295 
52, 281 
134, 273 
10, 230 
340, 168 
32, 022 


27, 500 
666, 769 





$34, 815 
124, 457 
48, 110 
181, 995 
27, 086 
167, 885 
17, 695 
8, 476 
57, 180 
16, 812 
1, 295 
7, 431 
17, 020 
2, 647 
12, 594 
37, 775 
24, 939 
6, 527 
9, 208 
10, 850 
11, 872 
17, 221 
12, 780 
12, 254 
4, 500 
16, 666 
31, 070 
8, 690 





929, 345 








AMENDMENTS 


Group A 


Federal funds 


Location obligated Location obligated 
I acl a cua sasnhaceiregloaaccs ated TE ace cccninaics anmaeieions $34, 443 
(I idhcaibecccenscenspsitiiiciats 17, 669 | McMinnville.____-________- 24, 112 
a sia tte ete eee are teas ee Ci iittcncinncititinnnntnincnnii 5, 366 
Klamath Falls.....-..---_- TE be ee 28, 711 
a CN a wn iain ccenitactenaiige TG, Ce Fee ivi tocar intincicicsinene 2, 640 
I iti enccta tetas cea Fe et Nii ercnicicicinnttiicinieiiianeiic 5, 301 
PE TOE a ino etic 8 AR. 8 ae 88, 930 
Itt ctletasalannaaiel 148, 387 | Cascade Locks.........-..- 16, 110 
a ae 1, 716, 799 | Cave Junction__..___--_---. 20, 000 
RON Se eeneematew 245, 957 | The Dalles SPB--~--~--..-- 19, 836 
RN si dics eos laseaateetaaaeaed SE | OO oiiticiintiicinincnmmen 13, 222 
11 alpporte.oo.3ess 2, 544, 577 | 11 airports panini 208, 671 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Group A Group B 
RIN isiietcncssistbicntnaioiny, $879, 646 se ters $291, 186 
NN i: sittin sctachintenssnscaiatcintapatiiin 263, 151 a cat 419, 667 
Di vince nicsdntnaceiesib montane BE) CIOs oo eisreccnccternenrionisen 72, 644 
I iicicctoccmenniiinebniiins Ce I Cle I avi icctserincicenescitsiarinninons 29, 441 
in iticentinnnnsimaaniines Ag ee 115, 593 
I a sini caicciaiiciaisndidsicnaieiniate Ty I sciences 12, 097 
EDOE Breve nancuskndemnen Og | 184, 607 
Philadelphia | Baglesmere____...__-__-_-_- 80, 351 
(International) -_---__-__ 2, 620, 000 | Emlenton._---------------- 29, 945 
Pittsburgh ICAI 5. cccsusendocaensenoocnin 41, 846 
(Allegheny County) ------ 400, 000 | Pottstown______.._-______-. 54, 358 
Pittsburgh Dy an acc cscscepenemesiien 49, 825 
(Greater Pittsburgh) —--_-_. 2, 788,898 6 
NIN thi tintin hat acntaccaebiecnenis 75, 500 12 airports _. 1,331, 560 
Wilkes-Barre............... 225, 174 | 
Williamsport 170, 586 
13 airports._........ 8, 789, 357 
RHODE ISLAND 
Croup A Group B 
Providence................. $1, 210, 000 
ge, er ie 1, 210, 000 | 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Group A Group B 
Bio cscrcereat es ee genecantens BO. 25s | GreeGweeGs... ccccdscinccsonus $22, 257 
Cee Pi 20, 000 
CR ree 86, 551 
Se Seen ape epee rear 408, 808 D RIPPON once wiinceunn 42, 257 
Ce NN aa shonin eer cone 29, 137 | 
Spartanburg_______________ 155, 263 | 
So ampere: 222. see 955, 684 | 


TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT l 


OREGON 
Group B 
Federal funds 

















AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 





SOUTH DAKOTA 


Group A 


Federal funds | 


Group B 
Federal funds 


Location obligated Location obligated 
Aberdeen Z $196, 326 | Mitchell am $963 


Huron 
Pierre ; 
Rapid City__- 


302, 795 
54, 434 
325, 873 


srookings 
Gregory 


Hot Springs 


179, 164 
9, 123 
106, 629 


Sioux Falls_-_ 14,152 | Lemmon 923 
Spearfish_____~_- 4 81, 883 | Mobridge 892 
Watertown___ 18, 929 | Wagner 802 
-| Yankton 923 

7 airports 974, 392 | Bison 4, 629 
Bowdle 12, 048 

sritton 802 

Buffalo ~ ‘ 963 





Dupree 
Fairburn 


; 7, 315 
5, 858 





| Faith 8, 761 
|} Faulkton ee 9, 521 
| Harrold_ iocbbcniniiiaiicnans 2,481 
Hayes a 8, 896 
a on 11, 771 
| [Isabel ale 5, 466 
| McIntosh Sie a 13, 682 
| Milbank i 18, 859 
i 729 
Timber Lake ¥ ak 3, 497 
SII se pgs 10, 124 
TRIN 8 or ee 12, 897 
BY PO ia cas ke es 923 
2i -airporte. csi... 433, 701 
TENNESSEE 
Group A Group B 

Bristol >, ba $200. 154 | Cookeville... acne $29, 919 
Chattanooga baSae nie nisdensressit Ay A I 1 RAIN a ace 45, 000 
Glarksville__.......... 55, 483 | Murfreesboro______________ 53, 181 
Jackson 7 546, 385 | Paris Peaiiahne eas 65, 157 
Knoxville ooo 650, 476 | Union City________________- 49, 500 
Memphis Ge | ee 9, 900 
Nashville as oie ee 14, 463 
——- | Crossville__________________ 27, 986 
TINIE Ses 3, 168, 286 | Dyersburg___ es 42, 068 
I ices ecisiccs, orescence 88, 100 
NINN dicing ciecnennaisiciain 9, 000 
SRN ssp oassit ncrgece ied 29, 478 
| Lexington Seaavteeniatantigicicncies 29, 367 
i Denn VAN 48, 740 
Monteagle pies camredialoeciiieas 25, 300 
NE saccteauannintesncceny 37, 500 
TIN ic iececisasasscensncaesoacmaes 12, 800 

i 
OF ARON gnc ctceteee 567, 459 

TEXAS 
Group A Group B 

I a ae a os $505, 174 | Breckenridge_______-______- $84, 610 
TN a a 148, 001 | Brownwood______-________- 7, 435 
NNN na 312, 265 | Fort Stockton_____.________- 36, 633 
RT ss ; Lk I a 55, 086 
Borger_- oa on --. 231,414] Mineral Wells______________ 7, 450 
Brownsville : ‘ eA ge ae 29, 752 


College Station_-_ 


20, 748 | Luling 


28, 268 





AMENDMENTS TO 


FEDERAL 


AIRPORT ACT 129 


TEXAS—continued 


Group A 
Federal funds 





Group B 
Federal funds 


Location obligated Location obligated 
Gernus Christi_..........._; | Bae Gee | Meecmmeey 53, 746 
i pe meee 430, 068 | Marshall____----- 274, 801 
El Paso___- 2 secs es RY CD III ca ccna sachsen 208, 000 
BN TD oon corns wicaciceomnerenaen 4, 887, 675 | Andrews ae 35, 540 
Galveston isons 94,919 | Atlanta__- i aianighrabeastakianeed 18, 030 
cy aes 45, 000 | Bonham_-_-_ PORES? 25, 500 
Houston a PM NR 44, 553 
a an a ek 18, 583 | Carizzo Springs.___-___- 50, 013 
Longview___ ac se a TE EF Chica inmesccmmaman 24, 546 
EEE ee 1, 697 
McAllen______ se leas ake BI TUNE Topic ccsercsictisocscccrreesnin 17, 045 
| a aaa ena 111, 9 | eee A... 68, 881 
Pecos ee ee ees 409 
yo sarees 124 611 | Predericksbarg_......_._._.. 42, 392 
em Me 50, O86'| nGewater.... sien 30, 775 
San Antonio (Stinson Field) pe ae 48, 489 
San Antonio (Municipal) ___ 1, 260, 768 | Huntsville-___-_-_-________- 72, 065 
POPU ICU nc Sie tenber tcineesics BD BOT | SA ie teennccaecnns 66, 218 
a eal ES ee 86, 148 
RN ee ee ee ae 28, 606 
gt 5G BOT DI at mniecnconnnnc 15, 000 
ON Nes Sie ae re SION, 0 CN oi saves ste is 23, 485 

sO citi hala a il 10, 182 
29 airports_________ Re ee 4, 467 
Sc cc iaeiccatiei a ae 64, 000 
ial ceil 872 
I oaks direiecinmnadincataebinca 1, 025 
IE siirrinentnncansccaesiias 32, 229 
MIE sists chiilina baat clit 8, 455 
ea aed 1, 286 
let lei aiceciinsthnithtcaniniecanss aad 82, 995 
RI ccs orncitinase cidantibaceeeiih 2, 204 
TO 34, 513 
I aca cceccssenssncn sompeaianid 6, 738 
41 airports__....._... 1, 684, 494 
UTAH 

Group A Group B 
a ascites ania OO BNE) Vien nn ens cces $129, 772 
ia 139, 655 | Brigham City_- ie 9, 069 
REE. LO GG io cicicciinices 1, 206, 488 | Getap ity... ~~. nes 97, 188 
—+—s——_— | Logan.._.................. 94, 920 
i 1, GOR; TAG bBo ha re ii cciccsiowun 181, 611 
| re 47, 070 
TI icc cinta comennanioamei 24, 842 
NE iiss teicistatencnnedacceniaanaen 48, 444 
RNS ica casehinocepsabnibioigeeaidbeeinat 12, 211 
I eos a edctgeataltinntinies 22, 593 
ai ihe ali 69, 134 
TIO os ccciicrcitntciiapasetedianapesiad 37, 507 
ES 19, 412 
a 70, 751 
RN. cc tebesetctinee 34, 099 
I 65 his ace enmicindadaiene 31, 088 
i citiiscnniataia teria RS 69,314 
scien tanec iciacguciceatele 9, 166 
I iii ti ciccksinitprieinainslaisidieg 31, 980 
ee: GaP iccnuncccsislinttipeatiicicivnc-tieadh 28, 540 
SON iashas senate ite tabi 82, 774 
Si RNONN. onus. 1, 101, 485 
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Group A | 
Federal funds 

obligated | 

$49, 723 | 
254, 839 





Location 


Barre____- 
Burlington 


7 eer oe: 804, 562 


FEDERAL 


AIRPORT ACT 


VERMONT 


Group B 


Federal funds 


VIRGINIA 


Group A | 
$15, 000 | 
606, 888 | 
767, 055 | 
507, 696 | 
393, 841 | 


Danville : —< 
Newport News_-_------ ma 
Norfolk 
Richmond- Sr ies os 
Roanoke oles Pate 


5 airports .... 2, 290, 480 


Location obligated 
SR ai cenit ocrcteeesanesteenacins $33, 343 
IN is mk own 46, 557 
0 68, 523 
a ane eeenen 22, 309 

a Bivientec. con 170, 732 
Group B 
Charlottesville._._..._...... $395, 687 
i eo 29, 524 
ee ee 52, 103 

DP Bore ee se. 477, 314 


WASHINGTON 


Group A 


sellingham a te $61, 635 
RNIN reo 33, 688 
acter oa 37, 665 
Port Angeles____...__- 11, 488 


18, 590 
80, 438 
20, 720 
878, 935 
63, 700 
886, 663 
64, 397 
18, 328 
34, 795 
161, 521 


Prosser_____~- ped A en ee 
Pullman Moscow Sapna 
Renton_- es 
Seattle-Tacoma__- : 1, 
Everett Ribicamedea 

Seattle (Boeing)-___- eee 
Spokane_- a ae ae 
Walla Walla__-_- 
Wenatchee 
Yakima 


14 eirpertes oo. 8, 372, 513 


Group B 
| ree 
PRRGUR ..cacecuncacncneecns 
RN ctctscsecsacc sciatica lS ecieSicni 
RNIN Sites panera ececiacetinsc cae 
De a I ad ed 
Jo. ee emoes by 
OO ER EE ee ee 


Uh caer nes 
I os 
Rimrock___ 
RII Se scssionalaleak ald cancect 
PONE EY TI oo Sorte ee 


2 Sine. 


WEST VIRGINIA 





$6, 257 
44, 107 
16, 640 
28, 962 
12, 072 
13, 114 

7, 509 

5, 873 
19, 517 
25, 147 
10, 394 

6, 675 
18, 387 
33, 000 
28, 623 
76, 237 


352, 514 


Group Group B 
TIO iis cee e ee ee , $19, 100 
Charleston_-___-~_- piesa 701, O45 | DIONE 8 os econcun. 376, 655 
Huntington_____ —— : 846, 066 | ——_—__—_ 
Parkersburg__ a 43, 332 | S airports............ 895, 755 
Wheeling : oa 112, 116 

5 aleports..........~.. "BBG Bhi I 
WISCONSIN 

Group A | Group B 
4 SO Bes | ADIIOR ow ic ec ecu. $102, 500 
I isis cceintictcacses cs TR 1 NI ich dentin 12, 592 
BU MOI icc aticen cscs ase 187, 672 | Clintonville.._._._................ 104, 677 
eee eee Se OGs | Mantiowoc................... 134, 400 
Milwaukee(Curtiss Wright). 619,615 | Marshfield__._._......_.._____ 11, 918 
Milwaukee (Mitchell) ____- 2, 137, 503 | Milwaukee (Maitland) ----- 191, 641 
RD sre ere eda ok a 7, 922 
Stevens Point.............. 48, 147 | Rhinelander_________-__--~-. 88, 549 
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Group A Group B 
Federal funds Federal funds 
Location obligated Location obligated 
a $44, 000 | Biren... $21, 810 
is i pO ee 40, 150 
eee | OR DIOk nn ncnencenanmamemamas 4, 725 
i DOO BES Sik cincieenn 7,710 
eri ccicncocscctasneaieeion 7, 924 
I a cicitiseccscseecictienaien 10, 340 
Mast Prey... ccsscccacuca 17, 375 
enn tsi is libealiatan 5, 668 
ORS BGR tecccenicmnic 20, 000 
a ita cteesitintncintntitngiianin 16, 687 
een 9, 625 
Manitowish Waters___----- 11, 000 
a acensntiieinte bine 11, 175 
Pitta cithecesuianinen 9, 839 
Solem BOM nan ncncence 5, 087 
IN citirittiserantoncctacdechiianeeapen 7, 041 
Neueeoet Bae. neues 25, 190 
I Tae ccciccccctrnsectienne 13, 000 
TI oie cca sta ee 35, 000 
TNs Sain istics acnicccnndgieeren 14, 177 
I coteiconcs tes adscnanncnae 16, 000 
20 BiInporth..........2.. 963, 722 
WYOMING 
Group A Group B 
CUI a sciscinccipiictatpineginioimmin Bt, Fie) CRI on occcgteceinccenene $8, 250 
CPOs. oo acne ade Bey BO OW le de hdcmnameated 6, 427 
ever ee 2, ee) were ek 66, 637 
Gherithm sf 23, 480} Rock Springs__..--.-.-.__ 34, 917 
—————— | Worland__________________. 67, 588 
8 Gir vi iccncca. 548 GEST Geo ciccdinccntindnin 14, 687 
TOON tack cce 48, 026 
ie 14, 482 
Cas tesbiaeaiatL oad 86, 590 
ch catletid hahaha acinaiebeate 36, 276 
I a alae aaa 83, 585 
etal de ee 18, 963 
39 GirOetOickace cts 436, 428 


Senator Hunt. And, Mr. Lee would you have one of your staff make 
for me a list of the airports or cities of the Frontier Airlines in my 
State, together with the number of passengers enplaned in the imme- 
diate past year? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hunr. I am inclined to think that some of the airports 
that we have listed here as originating 3,000 passengers a year just do 
not do that. 

The CuarrMan. You also want to have the based airplanes? 

Senator Hunt. Yes, sir. 

(Information requested by Senator Hunt is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
CIvIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, May 27, 1954. 
Hon. LESTER C. HUNT, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR HUNT: Pursuant to your request at the hearing of the Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee on Tuesday, May 25, 1954, there is 
listed below an analysis of those airports in Wyoming that are served by 
Frontier Airlines. 
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A. Airports in Wyoming served by Frontier Airlines which had 3,000 total 
enplaned passengers in 1953, or had less than 3,000 passengers but compensat- 
ing general aviation activity. 
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| | 
| Enplaned ic 
| 








Airport passengers — of 
in 1953 aircraft 
pan . a lca aie is 
Casper _. 27, 694 103 
Cheyenne _______- 12, 370 60 
Laramie aa ie . 2, 053 16 
Riverton (Riverton-Lander)..........--.--.-.--.-- Sees 2, 508 12 





B. Airports in Wyoming served by Frontier Airlines which had less than 3,000 
enplaned passengers and without a sufficient compensating number of based 
aircraft. 








Enplaned |Current num- 
Airport passengers | ber of based 
in 1953 aircraft 

Greybull.....-_.-- 854 15 
Powell (Lovell-Powell-Cody)............ ale ee 2, 589 1 
Rawlins ; oa x a supe baiahasoi teal 1, 040 16 
Rock Springs iin cae js Eicticind ape aia ke baeeearl 2, 092 5 
aids di condebendandens mennecudedoeunieidie i chawcumseum ect meariaaie 1, 669 10 





Those airports in group A meet the criteria proposed for basic eligibility of 
8,000 annual enplaned domestic airline passengers, or 30-airworthy based aircraft 
or an appropriate combination of passengers and based aircraft (with one based 
aircraft substituting for 100 passengers). Casper and Cheyenne qualify solely 
on the basis of passengers. Laramie and Riverton have less than 3,000 passengers, 
but each has a sufficient number of based aircraft to give the equivalent of 3,000 
passengers. 

Those airports in group B do not meet a rigid application of the proposed 
criteria because they have less than 3,000 passengers and do not have sufficient 
based aircraft to compensate for the lack of passengers. In addition to these 
five airports, Frontier is also certificated to serve Kemmerer, but is not currently 
operating into that community because of airport deficiencies. The Kemmerer 
Airport, with no enplaned passengers and with no aircraft currently based there- 
on, would not meet a rigid application of the proposed criteria. It should be 
pointed out, however, that it is proposed to administer the criteria in a flexible 
manner so that if their rigid application does not indicate the true activity on a 
specific airport, or the proper degree to which the national interest is served by 
that airport, special modifying factors could be considered on a case-by-case 
basis. Thus, a special study of the five airports in group B together with the 
Kemmerer Airport, might reveal special situations which would indicate that 
perhaps some of them might properly be included in the Federal-aid airport pro- 
gram even though they do not meet precise criteria. It is, of course, not possible 
at this time to make any finding in this regard. 

Sincerely yours, 


F. B. LEE, 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 
The Cuatrman. We will recess until May 27, leaving the record 
open to receive statements of other interested parties and a possible 
statement on the part of the President with respect to the appropria- 
tions. 
(Whereupon, at 10: 54 a. m. the hearing was recessed. ) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 27, 1954 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN CoMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 11:46 o’clock, a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
G-16 in the Capitol, Senator John W. Bricker (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Bricker, Schoeppel, Hunt, Monroney, and 
Smathers. 

Also present: Edward C. Sweeney, professional staff member; 
Edward Jarrett, assistant chief clerk. 

The Cuamrman. The committee will come to order. 

We will continue hearings on S. 3410, and the first witness this 
morning will be Robert B. Murray, Jr., Under Secretary for Trans- 
portation. 

Do you have prepared testimony on that, Mr. Murray ? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. MURRAY, JR., UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, ACCOMPANIED 
BY FRED B. LEE, ADMINISTRATOR OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS 


Secretary Murray. Mr. Chairman, as I communicated to you, I was 
extremely sorry that it was not possible for me to be here on Mon- 
day. However, I had had an engagement of about 8 months’ standing 
in connection with Maritime Week, and with the Maritime Admin- 
istration being a responsibility of mine it was not possible at the time 
this hearing was scheduled for me to rearrange my plans, although I 
did return by the first available aircraft and was available to appear 
before this committee on Tuesday morning. 

There has been a great deal of testimony 

The CuHamman. We are not through yet. 

Secretary Murray. There has been a great deal of testimony given 
by both Mr. Lee and Mr. Dearing so far, and what I have to add to 
it will not take very much time. 

We feel very strongly that financial participation in the Federal 
airport program is justified only with respect to airport locations and 
types of construction representing the highest degree of national inter- 
est and essentiality. We feel that we cannot justify spending Federal 
funds on projects, however desirable, which are primarily of local 
rather than of national importance. Our aim is to carry out a truly 
national airport program rather than attempting to meet a variety 
of local objectives. In so doing, we believe that we shall be fulfilling 
the needs which are most urgent from the standpoint of an adequate 
air transport system. 
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In connection with this general objective of concentrating Federal 
aid upon pee ts of clear national importance, I have found ‘of special 
interest the Airport Survey of 1939, prepared by the Civil Aero- 
nautics Authority in direct response to a congressional directive. 

At the time that survey was prepared, previous Federal participa- 
tion in airport development had come about mainly in connection 
with work-relief programs of the depression years. In commenting 
upon the appropriate role of the Federal Government during more 
normal periods, that original survey concluded that, except for work 
relief purposes, Federal aid should’ be limited, and I quote, “to pro- 
jects of exceptional national interest.” 

I find this early recommendation of considerable significance, 
especially in view of the position of air transportation at the time it 
was made. If, with air transportation in its infancy, it was appro- 
priate to concentrate Federal assistance upon projects of exceptional 
national importance, consider how much more appropriate such an 
approach is at present with the much greater maturity of air trans- 
portation and its much greater ability to meet its own needs through 
its own efforts. 

I think it is also pertinent to note that the changed emphasis which 
we are proposing is essentially consistent with the views of the Con- 
gressional Aviation Policy Board, which studied the entire range of 
air policy issues in 1948. 

That Board recommended then that “First consideration must be 
given to larger, rather than smaller landing fields.” And we feel 
that with the criteria that we have set up, we are going far, far beyond 
that in terms of including the small fields. 

We early concluded that if there was going to be a program, it 
needed to be set up in such a way that it would have sufficient impact 
to make real accomplishments in overcoming our airport deficiencies. 

First, it must be of sufficient size to be worthwhile. A small pro- 
gram is worse than no program, and might, in fact, even serve as a 
deterrent to airport construction, and I might say that thought is 
in the minds of a great many people concerned with airport develop- 
ment. 

As I have said before, you can’t tease airport improvements into 
existence. The expense of administering a small program is in itself 
prohibitive, but, most important, the apportionments to the States are 
so small they cannot be significant. 

The program for fiscal 1953, which was the last year for which 

funds were appropriated, totaled $11 million for projects for the 
entire United States. Now, this amount, as you know, is considerab- 
ly less than the cost of constructing one modern terminal-type air- 
port. Moreover, no State was able to receive a sum of any signifi- 
cance: 39 States each received an apportionment of less than $200,000; ° 
9 States were each apportioned less than $100,000; including grants 
unger the discretionary fund, 33 States each received in total Jess than 
250,000. 
New York’s apportionment for all communities in the State was 
$510,000; Illinois, $337,000; New Jersey, $153,000; your State of Ohio, 
Senator, received $296,000; Connecticut. $66,000; Kansas, $172,000; 
Colorado, $187,000. 
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I could run through the entire list of the 48 States, but that would 
belabor the point which I believe is sufficiently clear with these 
examples. i 

I have often commented that the amounts going into many States 
would just about equal the cost for one of its major cities in getting 
rid of an unexpecte 4 April snow, which those cities are always ‘able to 
find funds to accomplish. We feel that no one can reasonably main- 
tain that the Federal airport program of that scope could ‘make a 
significant impact upon the nation’s airport development. 

Second, administratively there needed to be sufficient flexibility 
to concentrate funds appropriated on areas of most urgent need. The 
requirement to apportion 75 percent of the available funds among 
the States on the basis of a rigid statutory formula made that 
impossible. 

Third, funds available must not be diluted by expending them in 

small amounts over many projects. The program in the past has 
been characterized by a lack of selectivity in the projects eligible for 
airport aid. The program included airports or primarily loc al inter- 
est as well as those of significant national interest. 

By the time the relative ly small amounts available to the various 
States were distributed among the many airports eligible for assist- 
ance, the funds actually provided for any single project were gen- 
erally little more than token contributions. 

With these weaknesses, the past program did not, in our judgment, 
represent sound investment of Federal funds. 

We believe that a reactivated program, to be effective, must over- 
come these past defects. It must be of sufficient size to assure that 
it will have a significant effect in encouraging needed airport improve- 
ment. It must have flexibility to permit a distribution of funds among 
the states in reasonable rel: ationship to the actual needs as they exist at 
any given time. 

Most pans int, it must be administered on a selective basis, per- 
mitting the I ‘ederal Government to concentrate expenditures upon air- 
port projects of the clearest national importance. 

Therefore, we believe that the present legislation should be ame nded 
by increasing from 25 to 50 percent the size of the discretionary fund 
that can be sent without fixed geographic apportionment. 

In any given year, specific projects that carry top priority from a 
national standpoint do not follow any rigid geographical pattern. 
Thus an increase in the discretionary fund would make possible a 
much better adjustment of Federal outlays in relation to points of 
greatest need. 

Moreover, such added flexibility would permit concentration of 
mre ient money on important projects to assure their completion 

vithin a reasonable period of time. 

And something else about this 50 percent when taken together with 
a larger program, I understand that on Monday this committee was 
given various facts that would have to do with a program of $30 mil- 
lion should that amount be recommended. Without commenting on 
that, it is interesting to see just how a $30-million program with a 
50 percent discretionary fund benefits the various States in com- 
parison with the 1953 program of $11 million with a 25 percent dis- 
cretionary fund. 


48972—54 10 
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In the first place, the States would be apportioned immediately 
$15 million; this could not be touched. They would be apportioned 
$15 million, saa ages with the $8,815,000 in the 1953 fiscal year. 

In other words, the States under such a program would get almost 
twice as much on the ! 50 percent apportionment as they got on 75 per- 
cent with ae 1 million program in 1953. 

I would just like to run over a few examples as to how the States 
would aake out individually: Kentucky would be apportioned 
$244,000 as against $155,000 in 1953: Ohio’s share would be $503,000 


as against $279,000: Iowa would receive under such a program $266,000 
as against S148.000 which they rece ive | before : Nevada’s share woul | 
be S275.000 as against $153.000 under t] if 195+ program. 

Tl ; would still leave S15 million to be placed where it could be 


used to do the most cood in our national airport system. 

Second. in line with our recommendations, we believe that sound 

1 should determine the eligibility of individual airport proj- 
ects. Until 1952, incredible as it may seem, no objective criteria were 
tablished for determining a irport eligi bility for Federal aid. 
Interim planning standards developed in 1952 by the CAA were 
tep in the right direction, but we — they need further tighten- 

ing. As you know, those planning stendards which came into being 
in 1952 established two basic factors ‘a determining eligibility: the 
annual volume of enplaned airline passenger traffic, and the number 
of based aircraft. 

Upon review, we find that these two factors are still the key ele- 
ments to be considered, but that the specific levels of activity required 
for Federal aid eligibility must be raised significantly. 

As you will recall, we testified on Monday that the standard which 


we favor is 3,000 enplaned passengers or 30 based aircraft, or some 


ceritel 


tabie con nation of bot] rar 5. 

We further believe that terminal building construction should be 
excluded from Federal participation _ as you have already been 
informed, that was also recommended | V the members of the Air- 
port Panel of the Transportation Council, who studied this program, 
all of whom came from the various segments of aviation. Because 
they are inherently revenue producing, such buildings have the best 
prospect for independent financing without Federal aid. 

By excluding terminal buildings, the Federal Government will be 
ible o concentrate its program those aspects o1 airport develop 
ment which involve the aft ty oT air ope rations and also have the 
greatest defense potential; for example, runways, lighting. and re 

These revision will little change the Federa | Airport Act. but will 
a re its adil inistrat on 1 such a wav as to accomplish substar tial 
lol e benefit to the nation’s airports . 

A ren tivat “| P We denn in this ield al he more than a mere pipeline 

tral itti or deral funds to State and local vovernments. lt 
‘an be an sata program W th a clear national 1} terest objective, 
and areal hope for achi \ ing t] is obi ctive. 


These legislative proposals are now before this committee. I] hope 
tne) will have the full support of all who are interested in achieving 


best overall development of our airport system in accordance with 
requirements of t he broad national interest. 








et ETP HAM 
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I also hope that the Congress will give prompt and favorable con- 
sideration to these proposals and that a reactivated airport program 
will soon be started on a stronger, more effective basis. 

The Cuairman. Have you sent down a request for appropriations ¢ 

Secretary Murray. No, sir. I understand the Director of the Bud- 
get has a date with the President tomorrow morning for the purpose 
of getting his approval. He had hoped to do that sooner this week, 
but there wa ome tie-up In appointments at the White House and it 
was not possible. 

The Cuamman. In relation to an increase in the discretionary fund, 
I think the State aeronautics departments would find 1t more accept- 
able 14 were limited to 1 year. Would you comment on that‘ 

Secretary Murray. Well, I would have no specific comment on that, 
Senator. Our desire in this thing is to get on with the program and 
spend the mol ey where it will do the most good. L don’t think 1 would 


have any objection to a ] year program to see how it worked, and if 


you had an objec tion to 1t we would have to come back and see you 
again the follow ing year on the program. 

Lt] ] it would work very well, so I have no ol jection. 

i HAIRMAN. If they were bu lt as part of the terminal building, 
would also exclude the cost of the construction of towers used for 


trathe controls 4 
Secretary Murray. That is right. 
The CHamman. If t were built as part of the terminal building, 
which most of them are: tsthat right ¢ 
Secretary Murray. Most of them are; yes. 
The rAIR ‘ VW la } l- 4f | 1 ble ¢ » } artic 
ie CHAIRMAN. vould you think it desirable to permit particl- 


pation in the program the construction of the entire terminal build 
Ing included the tower ? 


Secretary Murray. No; I would not, sir. 

The Crairman. You would exclude the tower portion ? 

Secretary Murray. Yes, sir. 

The CyHatrman. Even though it were built separately from the 
terminal building ? 

se ‘retary Mi RRAY, Well. that is not what ¥v are askit o for. 

The Cuarrman. I know, but it is really for the use of the Federal 
Government, isn’t it? There is no revenue producing function to the 
tower ¢ 

Secretarv Murray. We I}, this breaks down into two parts. 

Now, an airport is, we feel, a major responsibility of the local 
municip lity Cities are competitive with each other, and air service 
and good airports are important in making one city as comp titive 
wit! 1 other a possible. They ire jul tas necessary as good schools 
ood streets, Pood sewer systems, etc. 

Now, we get no rent-free space for Federal activities that do not 
go with making that a good airport. 

In other words, an air traffic control center, if at an airport, is an 
activity for which we pay rent. 

At the same time, the Weather Bureau and the control tower 
which makes that field operative and without which the field would 
not— 

The Cuarrman. The airport would be no good. 

Secretary Murray. That is right; it is part and parcel of the whole 
thing. We pay the salaries of the people, but it all goes to make the 
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airport good for that municipality, and for this we do not pay any 
rent, and I don’t think we should. But if we have any divisional 
office of the CAA that has nothing to do with the running of that 
particular airport, we pay rent for that space, and we will continue 
to do so. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Schoeppel ? 

Senator Scnorepre.. No questions. 

The CuarrmMan. Sen: = Hunt ? 

Senator Hunr. Mr. Chairman, first I should like to introduce in 
the record a telegram a the Governor of Wyoming in opposition 
to S. 3410. 

I should like to put in the record a telegram from the mayor of 
the town of Lander, Wyo., in opposition. 

I should like to put in the record a telegram from the city attorney 
of the city of Riverton, Wyo., in opposition. 

I should like to put in the record a telegram, although I put in on 
Monday a letter, from George M. Nelson, director of aeronautics, 
Cheyenne, Wyo., opposing the bill. 

I should like to put in the record a telegram from the mavor of 
Newcastle, Wyo., opposing the bill. 

I should like to place in the record a telegram from the president of 
the chamber of commerce of Torrington, Wyo., opposing the bill; 
likewise, 1 from the mayor of the town of Powell, Wyo., in opposition 
to the bill; 1 from the secretary of the chamber of commerce of the 
city of Rock Springs, Wyo., opposing the bill; and 1 from the mayor 
of the city of Worl and, W yo., opposing the bill. 

The Cuarrman. All of the telegrams will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The telegrams above referred to are as follows:) 


On, 


CHEYENNE, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Hon. Lester C. HUNT, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building: 
Would appreciate your efforts in defeating provision of Senate bill 3410, as 
this bill is extremely detrimental to the community in the State of Wyoming. 
C. J. (Doc) RoceErs, 
Governor of Wyoming. 


LANDER, Wyo., May 25, 195}. 
Senator Lester C. HUNT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Understand 8. 3410 would limit Federal participation by all towns in Wyoming E 
except Casper and Cheyenne in airport construction. If this be true the town of 
Lander strenuously opposes this bill. 
H. A. Carson, Mayor. 


RIverTON, Wyo., May 25, 195}. 
Senator Lester C. Hunt: 
City of Riverton urges your opposition to Senate bill 3410. 

W. M. Harent, City Attorney. 


CHEYENNE, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Senator Lester C. Hunt, 
Senate Office Building: 
Urgently request your opposition to 8S. 3410 now being considered by sub 
cominittee. 


GEORGE M. NELSON, 
Director of Aeronautics. 
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NEWCASTLE, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Senator Lester Hunt, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Please oppose amendment to bill No. 8. 3410. 
Ear. Z. CRUM. 


TORRINGTON, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Senator Lester C. Hunt, 
Senate Office Building: 
Advise voting against Senate (S. 3410) airport bill. Believe amendment not 
to our interest ; our airport is important. 
TORRINGTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Dan McCoy, President. 


POWELL, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Hon. Lester C. HuN?, 
United States Senate: 

Wish you to protest section of Senate bill 3410 regarding Federal aid to air- 
ports generating less than 3,000 passengers annually. Under this section only 
three cities in Wyoming eligible. Feel that smaller airports require aid before 
larger cities 

H. L. Stoupt, 
wor, Town of Powell, 


Rock Sprines, Wro., May 26, 1954. 
Senator Lester C. Hunt, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Rock Springs Chamber of Commerce urges your vigorous opposition to 
Senate bill 8410. Passage of this bill would seriously affect our retaining our 
airport 

Grace J. Knox, Secretary. 


WoRLAND, Wyo., May 26, 1954. 
Hon. LESTER C. HUNT, 


Ss. sendte: 


Authorities of the town of Worland, Wyo., have been advised that Senate 
committee is now considering Senate Bill S. 3410 which would restrict Federal 
airport-aid projects to the larger municipalities. It is suggested that any meas 
ure which eliminates the smaller towns from participation in Federal aid would 
seriously hamper the progress and development of aeronautics in sparsely pop- 
ulated states such as Wyoming. 

Worland, served by a commercial airline, must depend upon assistance in 
the development of its municipal airport and the maintenance of the excellent 
facilities which have previously been provided. Failure of the development 
program could presumably result in curtailment of air transportation at this 
time when Worland is experiencing new growth. On behalf of the town of 
Worland your utmost effort is urged in the defeat of this measure, which we 
feel discriminates against small communities in Wyoming served by the feeder 
lines of transcontinental traffic. 

FRANK R. WATSON, 
Mayor of Worland, Wyo. 


Senator Hun’. I would like to say in introducing these telegrams 
that these are all communities now served by a feeder line, Frontier 
Airlines, and none of which would be able to participate in Federal 
funds under the criteria as set up Monday morning by Mr. Dearing 
and as reemphasized this morning by Mr. Murray. 

Secretary Murray. Senator, the only one I cannot understand there 
is the district attorney of Riverton, because Riverton is among the 
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that ( ild rel la d they would ret quite a bit more 
r it i ited among a great many other communities. 
Senator Hun. In 1953 you are in error, for Riverton only enplaned 
S Morray. But | base¢ ft 
Ss Hu» But t et | ve ) enplaned pas- 
~ VMicurray. Oh. « e to col aer some ¢ ymbination 
il R Vt a | I ro! { 
- ( Hlon \\ | é by a2 consent agreement on your 
{ ( lity 
—s \ \ 
~ We ( e} il. and IL know they 
3 ‘ 
( '} } i oO ) I ive VU 
Secre Mr y. The ive to have, Senator. It can be 
( ) \ LUIS ve im 1 tion of the 
Senat Hlcunr. Well. vo h d spell out completely what you 
i ¢ | i ou ment Va col natiol of the two. 
_ etary Murray. 7 V thay eo» O enp! ead passelivers or 
} ( ( 1 f I , 
N . fF they ive » ba ed rcratit. t] ‘Vy need only to have 2.700 


ehnplianed pa engvers ¢ f the \ h ive f masead alrel { they need only to 
have ( 1) enplaned passenge 
} v 
| 


nt. You would have no way of reading that into your 
] 


Secretary Murray. I made that statement, sir. I made it again 
this mor! ing. 

Senator Hunt. We 
sae 

The CHatrrmMan. I think Mr. Dear Ing spelled that out the other day. 

Senator Hunt. Well, I was here during Mr. Dearing’s statement, 
and I didn’t get that. 

I want to say to you, Mr. Murray, that what you are recommending 
is practically eliminating them, and now since you recommend that 
the cost of tower construction be not participated in by the Federal 
Government except now you have made this explanation about River- 
ton—there would be no other city in the entire State of Wyoming that 
would participate in that. 

( heyenne and Sheridan and Casper need no additional Iederal 
funds, except ror a tower at Casper, so you are elimi ating entirely 
nine stops of the Frontier Airlines from any participation in Federal 
fi ls 


Now. I should like to ask vou, why do Vou deem it so necessary to 





l, but not specifically. You said “a combina- 


concentrate these fund in the ] irve c ties that s] ould he amply able 
to take care of their own alrports without the Federal Government 
stepping in and helping them ? 

Secretary Murray. Senator, the cities that would be served are not 
large cities in comparative terms. We are talking about 760 airports 
which take care of 99.6 percent of the scheduled airline passengers 
of this country. 

Senator Hunt. But they are primarily the larger cities. 

Secretary Murray. It couldn’t possibly be 
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Senator Hunt. We have way over 100 cities of 100,000 population. 

Secretary Murray. Well, when you are taking care of 99.6 percent 
of all the passengers carried on all the scheduled airlines, you are really 
taking care of those areas that certainly have prim: arily national im- 
portance. 

Senator Hunv. Now, I ean understand that cities of that size in my 


state would, of course, be subject to the same treatment as cities of a 
comparable size in any state. Youa re, therefore, eliminating feeder- 
line an ports. | clon't ee how I’yontier Luin es Can continue to operate 
off of runways where they can’t set down where there is snow on the 
ground or it is raining and time after time after time must necessarily 
pass the communities, although they are operating on a schedule 
oreatly to the convenience of the passengers and the business that they 
ireserving. inmy State I think this would just be an example of situ 
{ would ce velop I many, mam other States where this bill 
will be tremendously hurtful to feeder airlines, and that is where the 


business of the future in air travel is going to come from. 

Secrs tary Mr RRAY. | don’t bel eve | do not know too much about 
Wyoming. I was at Cheyenne within this past week, and the air- 
port manager there pointed out to me a great deal he thought we 
could do for the airport at ( heyenne on this basis. But I do say 
that any time you take care of airports that serve 99.6 percent, you 
are not excepting very much activity around the country. You are 
on a pretty good basis, and I] would think it would not possible to 
say that the situation in W yoming would be comparable to the rest 
of the country because there is only four-tenths of 1 percent of the 
enplaned sche duled passengers not being taken care of. 

Senator Hunr. Iam talking about communities— 

Secretary Murray. That is, nationwide. 

Senator Hunr. Of course, anyone knows that the greater percent- 
age of the enplaned passenger business is in Washington, New York, 

Louis, and those cities. We have always found in the develop- 
a of a new area or in building new highways into those areas that 
the original estimate of the amount of traffic is always decidedly 
below the traffic that really originates, and the same thing is true 
with reference to feeder airlines. 

I am very much discouraged about the picture for my State under 
this particular bill. I can’t understand—if you think it is advisable 
to give control to one department of 50 percent of these funds here 
in Ww ashington—why isn’t it good to give them complete control 
of the full 100 percent and let them run the whole show ? 

Secretary Murray. Fifty percent was arrived at on the basis of 
what appeared to be the potential of matching funds in a great many 
of the States. On the type of program we have been talking about. 
a great many of the States would not have matching funds greater 
than the amounts that I have read. 

On the other hand, there are other States that have very serious 
eee: During the war, for example, the Air Force and the 
Navy built a great many airfields in certain sections of the country 
which they turned back to the municipalities when the war was over. 
That has reasonably well taken care of some of those problems. At 
the same time, by reason of weather and other reasons, other States 
have fallen behind in that kind of development. 
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We have certain States that have airports and have tremendous 
needs, as against other States that are reasonably fortunate, and what 
we are trying to do is arrive at a means for getting at the deficiencies 
as fast as possible within the funds available in the various States to 
take this up. 

Senator Hunr. In regard to the development of feeder lines in the 
Western States, _— ‘re distances are great as compared with distances 
in the Central and Eastern States, it seems to me that would be a 
very ert unt ite m that you haven’t given consideration to develop- 
ing in this bill at all. 

Secretary Murray. Well, we think we have a good bill. We have 
had situations where the amounts have been spread out so much that 
communities had to keep working at their projects over a period of 4 
or 5 years rather than bringing them through to a satisfactory stage 
of development. And on the basis of what would appear to be funds 
available in the various States, we feel that the 50 percent for a great 
many States may even be over the amount of money they need, while 
there will be other States that will need substantial amounts in addi 
tion to that. 

I think, as we showed you the other day, it has been the practice that 
in the past the discretionary fund has never gone on any constant geo- 
graphic basis. Some States pull down much more money 1 year than 
they pull Sous another year, and the needs do not always arise on 
a fixed geographical basis. 

Your State of Wyoming, on this basis we are talking about, will get 
$251,000 as against the $139,000 which they got from the last bill under 
the other administration. 

Senator Hunt. But under your criteria there is only one airport it 
can be spent on, and that is Riverton. Sheridan doesn’t need it; the 
National Guard takes care of Cheyenne. The only thing we get out of 
this is work at Riverton, if you are correct in saying that it qualifies 
now. 

The CuatrmMan. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Hunt. No. 

Senator Smaruers. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. Murray, would you be willing to accept an amendment to the 
bill which would permit the CAA to continue to carry out agreements 
which they had entered into with cities or States, counties, or what- 
ever the local airport agency was, that had originally gotten money 
from the CAA and had got half-way through building a terminal and 
then would be left high and dry if this act were adopted. Would you 
be willing to accept an amendment which would permit the completion 
of a terminal already started ? 

Secretary Murray. I would prefer not to. 

Senator Smaruers. You would prefer not to. In the case of a 
county which had undergone a bonded indebtedness on the strength 
of being a part of an airport deve lopment program in the building ofa 
terminal and which had agreed to give money over a period of years, 
do you think the Government should renege on its part of it? 

Secretary Murray. Senator, every project under which there has 
been a grant agreement entered into with the CAA has been completed 
or is under process of being completed. That was a policy decision that 
was made, and that is now being done. 
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Senator Smaruers. Would you be willing to continue, to take your 
words, “under process of being completed,” and go ahead and com- 
plete what the CAA had started or had helped start % 

Secretary Murray. I don’t believe the CAA ever did anything more 
than to obligate itself for the amount of money they put under the 
grant agreement at that particular time. 

Senator Smaruers. Do you believe, where the CAA—the officials 
that preceded you—had indicated to a county governing body that 
they would help if that county went out and obligated ‘itself under 
revenue bonds, raised money for matching funds, do you think that 
the CAA should properly go: a id and meet the obligation ? 

Secretary Murray. W ell, I don’t believe—Mr. Lee is here. I would 
like him to answer, he having been around before. I would doubt 
whether anyone had any authority to go beyond the working out of a 
grant agreement, and I know all the municipalities, until they have a 
grant agreement with the CAA, have no commitments. Every grant 
agreement we made, whether it appeared wise or unwise, we carried out, 
but I would like Mr. Lee to tell you what degree of commitment we 
had made prior to the grant agreement. 

Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, Senator Smathers, our commitment of 
funds naturally has to be limited to the fiscal year in which the appro- 
priation is made under the present act, and our legal obligation is lim- 
ited to that commitment and is embodied in the grant agreement. 

Senator Smaruers. | am in perfect agreement with you that you 
have no legal obligation. Certainly if the Congress doesn’t appro- 
priate funds you can’t follow through, but I do know of some instances 
where a terminal building has been started and it was represented 
by the then representatives of the CAA that they would help com- 
plete that particular terminal, and they have made some appropria- 
tions; they have made some grants for it; but because of the small 
appropriation or because we e sliminated it last year they were not able 
to make any contribution but they had hoped to make one this year. 

Now, do you think that because you have a legal right to completely 
divorce yourself from going ahead with that, that you should? 

Mr. Ler. Well, Senator, the representatives of the CAA have been 
instructed in the past not to commit the Government beyond what they 
legally are able to do. 

Senator Monroney. Now, let’s be specific. Town A comes in with 
a $500,000 project of their contribution, expecting $500,000 from you. 
They submit a program and plan which has to be approved by your 
engineers and your people. 

Would you approve for Federal participation a grant for an airport 
project that was without a terminal building? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, Senator Monroney. 

Senator Monroney. You mean you would spend Federal money 
on a pasture for runways never knowing whether there would ever be 
a terminal building put on it or not? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. I might go through a process of developing a 
master plan. Under the statute we are required to have a master plan 
which includes all of the facilities deemed necessary for the operation 
of the airport. 

Senator Monroney. That is approved by the CAA, isn’t it? 

Mr. Les. That is correct. However, individual projects within 
that master plan are only approved on a year-to-year basis. 
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Senator Monronry. But that is done largely, or has been done in 
the past, largely for the convenience of CAA because they want to 
make their money run longer. I mean, they will oftentimes build 
a part ¥ the project out of 1 year’s appropriation and call that project 
A, but » balance of the master pli in will be picked up in project B 
when < equent funds for the next year become available, so these 
cities, when you approved the master pl: in and started out on project 
A of the master plan, felt that they were going to be obligated for 
their 50 percent and you would be obligated for yours, and now to 
change the rules on these that are already in work, and in some cases 
50 or 75 percent completed, it seems to me would be bad faith. 

We may have some fine print in there that the cities didn’t read, 
but it eems tome we are obligated, morally at least, where the city put 
up its funds and has bought the land and gone about the construc- 
tion of the airport and is now waiting for the finish of it in project 
B,so I say Lam sorry the terms are changed. 

Secretary Murray. Senator, you would be surprised at how many 
of the smaller cities are able to enter into contracts. They do all right. 
They scale down their cost. and IT could give vou anv number of them. 
some in Senator Smathers’ territory, that do very well: and this pur- 
pose here is to acquire land and lay the concrete and have it avail- 
able so as to be sure we are carrying out our safety responsibilities 
and make sure we have it available for national defense if we ever 
need it, and that is one of the major deficiencies at this particular time. 

Senator Monronry. I agree with you there, and perhaps, with 
proper notice to these cities ths a all subsequent projects are going to 
be under the new rules, but IT do think where you have approved the 
national plan and alas antial work has been done and the ec ity is rely- 
ing on what they felt was at least an implied commitment by the Gov- 
ernment to participate to the extent of 50 percent in finishing that 
master plan, that we ought to have sort of an interim period in 
wh ich - 

Secretary Murray. I don’t believe any city on the basis of an ap- 
proved master plan took that to mean that we would participate up 
to 50 percent in carrying that out. We were required to lay out a 
master plan to make sure there was enough thinking on the part of 
the community that funds we put in there would not be wasted by 
some subsequent rearrangement. We did that to protect the funds 
that we were then putting in, and the master plan carried with it an 
assurance that the money would be spent well, but no assurance to 
the community that we would participate to the completion of that 
master plan either for terminal buildings or other facilities. 

Senator Monronry. The master plan would not be worth much 
if you have that runway sitting out there on a prairie. I mean you 
have some money tied up in it, and the city has, and yet, relying on 
what they felt was an implied promise 

Secretary Murray. I don’t know where there is an airport sitting 
there withont an administration building— 

Senator Monronry. I can show you one. 

Senator Smatuers. And IT can show you one. Asa matter of fact, 
representatives of the CAA told the county commissioners they 
would help them with a terminal buildine. and on the streneth of 
that the commissioners went out and issued bonds and obligated the 
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property in that county on the belief that they were going to get 
some money from the Federal Government, and that is the way it 
is now. 

Secretary Murray. I know one community in your State Sen- 
ator , 

Senator Smarners. And, technically, I agree that you don’t have 
any :egal responsibity, but, nevertheless, that is what they have done. 

Secret: ary Murray. There was one community in your State that 
said they could not afford $600,000 for a terminal building and per- 
suaded us that we should put up $300,000, and immediately there- 
after they raised $4 million for a courthouse. 

Senator SMatuers. They are very eloquently persuasive in our 
State. 

Senator Murray. I would like to make one other comment. I 
understand that this committee has received a number of wires from 
the various State aviation officials. I would simply like to point out 
that the governing bodies with which the CAA works in this air- 
port program are generally cities or authorities within those cities; 
It 1s generally a direct dealing between the city and the Federal Gov- 
ernment. I just mention that for whatever it is worth. 

Senator Hunt. Mr. Murray, how do you do that when State laws 
provide differently ? 

Secretary Murray. Well, the arrangements are made differently 
with the cities, the authorities. 

Senator Hunt. All moneys in my State are channeled through the 
State aviation director. 

I would like to ask you one other question, too. 

Do you think that it is, perhaps, democratic and proper that a 
bureau should set up these criteria instead of the C ongress placing 
them in the act ¢ 

Secretary Murray. Yes, Sir, I do. I feel that that is an adminis- 
trative function within the general overall policy which is in the act. 
1 do not feel that it should be so inflexible as to tie the hands of an 
operating body. Those criteria have been decided before, in 1952 
The criteria were set up on the enplaned passengers and the number 
of based aircraft for those communities that would be eligible. 

I think we have an obligation to tell you what those criteria are 
as you go about your considerations, but we have not changed that 
in any way except to raise the criteria in order to keep the money 
from being diluted. 

We have had 86 communities that have received less than $5,000 
of Federal funds under this act, and that certainly has hed no 
impact or significance as far as the development of an airport is 
concerned. 

Senator Hunt. Well, in a very small community $5,000 toward 
a blacktop runway goes a very long way. There would be large 
items, perhaps as large as $100,000, or more, for a larger community. 

One other question along ig: line: What would prevent the Bu- 
reau at their discretion from changing the criteria from time to 
time if they wished ? 

Secretary Murray. We have that discretion now, and always have 
had. I certainly think we need to tell you, as we already have in the 
terms of criteria, but I would hate to see any operating body tied down 
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by such inflexible criteria that it would tie its hands. I don’t think 
that would be good for a urport deve lopment. 

Senator Hunt. Wouldn't you feel you were being treated as a step- 

‘hild and perhaps not part of the U nited States, if you adopted such 
eatceia that one State would be depri ved * money on all i ite airports 
with the exception of one under this criteri 

Secretary Murray. Senator, I would ihe to submit for the record 
certain projects in Wyoming for which Federal funds could be ap- 
propriated f that would be proper. 

Senator Hunr. I would be happy to have it. You may know some: 


t] ng I don’t, but I am familar with moneys now available for 
Cheyenne, Casper; She ridan needs 1 othing. Now you have put River- 
ton } to the group, and under that criteria it only covers C asper 3 air 


tower—that is what I was particularly interested in—and the runways 
at Riverton. 

Secretary Murray. If I could submit that for the record, I would 
like to. 

Senator Hunvr. I have nothing more. 

(The information is as follows:) 


POSSIBLE DEVELOPMENT NEEDS AT AIRPORTS IN WYOMING 


As indicated in exhibits furnished by the Department of Commerce in testi- 
mony on 8. 3410, five airports in the State of Wyoming clearly meet the proposed 
criteria of 3,000 enplaned airline passengers and/or 30 based aircraft. All five of 
these airports were included in the 1953 national airport plan, as requiring 
additional development Exclusive of buildings, the types of development con- 
templated in the national airport plan for these locations, and the estimated total 
cost (Federal plus local) are indicated below. These estimates represented the 
best judgment of CAA staff as of the time the 1953 plan was prepared, and are 
not all covered by active applications now pending before the CAA. 


$57, 000 





31.000 
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It should be emphasized that the five locations listed above are those which 
clearly meet the general criteria now contemplated for determining airport 
eligibility. This list does not include additional airports which might be found 
elizible upon the application of modifying factors which may be appropriate to 
nieet special conditions. As indicated in the testimony of this Department, it is 
not intended that the proposed criteria will be applied in a rigid or inflexible 
manner. 

The Cuamman. Weare going to have to stop 

here is another witness, as 1 understand, for this morning on 
S. 2647—Mr. Kalijarvi—is that the way it is pronounced ? 

Mr. Kanisarvi. That is right. 

The Carman. From the State Department, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State, to testify on S. 2647, Senator McCarran’s omnibus 
aviation bill. 

I am going to ask you if you would not come back next week, pos- 
sibly Tuesday o > Wednesday, and we will notify you. This is a 
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matter dealing with international aviation in which all of us are 
vitally interested, and tomorrow morning Senator Schoeppel will 
preside at this hearing. There will be three of the .Government 
departments here on the overall bill, and if it is satisfactory we would 
like to notify you, say Tuesday or Wednesday of next week, when 
we can all be here. 

Mr. Kanisarvi. Senator, I shall be out of the country next week, 
but somebody from the Department will testify. 

The Cuairman. Somebody who would be familiar with all the 
facts set out, who could read your statement and could answer any 
questions we had ¢ 

Mr. Kauiarvi. Yes. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you very much. I am sorry for the incon 
venience, but you see how it has gone this morning. 

Mr. Kauisarvi. I have had 5 years up here on the Hill, and I know 
exactly. 

Senator Monronrey. Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Lee to favor 
the members of the committee with copies of the mimeographed 
document that was put in the record several days ago showing the 
airports in the various States that would be eliminated from Federal 
participation under the criteria that has been proposed ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I would be glad to. 

The CHarrman. On May 18, 1954, Commissioner Grant Stockdale, 
chairman of the airport committee of the Dade County Port Authority 
of Miami, Fla., testified on S. 2647 and submitted a statement that 
should also be included in this record. At this point I will make a copy 
of his statement a part of this record. 

(Commissioner Stockdale’s statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF DADE County, FLA., WaiIcn Aso 
CONSTITUTES THE PokT AUTHORITY OF DADE COUNTY, FLA., ON S. 2647 


By Commissioner Grant Stockdale, chairman, airports committee, Dade County 
Port Authority, Miami, Fla. 


Honorable Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Grant Stock 
dale. I ama member of the Board of Commissioners of Dade County, Fla., which 
also constitutes the Port Authority of Dade County. The port authority, govern 
mentalwise, has jurisdiction over the air and water of Dade County insofar so 
such governing does not conflict with laws of the State and Nation. I am chair 
man of the airports committee of the Dade County Port Authority. 

The Dade County Port Authority is most appreciative of the abilities, time 
and effort being put in, and having been put in, by the sponsor and the com 
mittees on this bill. It is commendable that you are striving to further improve 
laws which are designed to insure greater public safety and at the same time, 
further enhance the development of the general aviation industry. Gentlemen, no 
other large city in the Nation is as dependent on aviation as is Greater Miami. 

The prime industry of Greater Miami and Dade County is tourism. Tourism, 
coupled with the many allied and attendant industries, makes up a major portion 
of our economy. Because of the long distances between Miami and the other 
centers of population to the north and south, air travel is our most vital system 
of transportation. During this past year 2,143,000 air passengers went in and 
out of Miami International Airport. Over 115 million pounds of air cargo were 
handled here during the same period. Although Greater Miami is ranked 34th 
in population in the Nation, from the standpoint of air passengers and cargo 
handled, it ranked second (Chicago first) in the Nation in 1953 

The commercial aviation industry itself employs roughly 20,000 people at 
Miami International Airport. One out of every 30 employed in Dade County 
is directly engaged in aviation work on the airport. Add to this our ever-growing 
private plane popularity, and one can readily appreciate the fact that Dade 
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County, perhaps more than any other community, is most immeasurably depend- 
enton ay tion for economic surviy 

We are not unmindful of our large debts in gratitude to the great airlines, the 
Federal Government and Senator George Smathers, among other legislators, who 
have made possible this tremendous industry in Florida 


M M ERNA Al :PORT AND NATIONAL DEFENSI 


I am not qualified to say what position of advantage Miami International Air- 
port could offer the Nation in the event we were engaged in another all-out war. 
But in the last World War it most definitely served its country well. The Air 
Force made it the largest air depot in the world. It supplied more war material 


y r to the Furopean and African theaters than any other of our bases. More 
troops were sent by air from Miami than any other of our bases. 
POSITION OF DADI UNTY PORT AUTHORITY 
The port thority supports the brief of the National Association of State 
viation Officials. We commend the association and Mr. Joseph McLaughlin, the 


association’s immediate past president, for his comprehensive analysis of the 


While the Dade County Port Authority supports all of Mr. McLaughlin's views 
on the matter, we wish to specifically call attention to several paragraphs of his 
April 20, 1954, statement as follows 
With respect to the maintenance of an adequate system of airports 
nationwide, NASAO believes that some continuing form of Federal aid will be 
ite necessity. We need only to look to the experience on our highways 
to forecast our airport requirements. With each passing year as the motor 
vehicle has improved or the numbers increased, our highways have become ob- 
solete and have to be modernized and additional ones built. The same thing is 
true of our airports and particularly those facilities serving domestic and inter- 
national scheduled air transportation requirements and the military. The more 
efficient the vehicle, the most costly the airport facility will become. Within 
reasonable limits, the airport facility must keep pace with the aircraft. 

“NASAO wishes to make the point in fact that at the time the Federal Airport 
Act was considered by Congress prior to 1946, the States had played only a very 
small part in the creation of airport facilities. A tabulation of the expenditures 
made by the several States reveal that the States have invested as much if not 
more money in airport improvements as the Federal Government has invested 
under the Federal Airport Act since 1946.” 

The Dade County Port Authority cannot overemphasize the importance of Mr. 
McLaughlin’s remarks along this line. Of course, our Board is ever striving for 
complete and independent stability, and I can assure the committee that we will 
continue striving always to obtain this objective. However, with the constant 
progress in aviation, such as larger commercial and military aircraft, swifter 
flights, longer and heavier runways, we cannot as yet go it alone, so to speak, ever 
how frugal our operation and maintenance might be. 

For an example, the Dade County Port Authority is planning a new airport 
terminal costing several million dollars. And, we’re most grateful that a Fed- 
al grant-in-aid, amounting to $537,000 has been allowed on these much needed 
projects While the $537,000 seems small, as compared to the overall cost of 
to 5 million for the terminal, I can state to you gentlemen that without your 
help to this extent, it is doubtful that we could undertake these sorely needed 
improvements 

We urge that some continuing form of Federal aid will be an absolute neces- 
sity if we are to remain economically and militarily sound. 

The Dade County Port Authority particularly supports NASAO’s views also 
on the type certificates, airmen, and definitions. We feel that they clearly state 
our position and for this reason, we feel no further need to comment upon them. 

Tupe certificates.—We believe the Congress should give careful study of the 
present need for the type certification by the Federal Government of aircraft 
other than those engaged in common-carrier activities, particularly in view of 
the present high state of development in the art and science of aircraft design 
and construction. We believe the Congress should now determine whether the 
Federal Government should still certificate each type of aircraft and every 
component part thereof any more than it does automobiles, trucks, and similar 
vehicles 
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Lirmen.—We believe careful study should also be given to the present need, 
by the Federal Government to the thou- 
nds of persons engaged in the inspection, maintenance, overhaul, or repair 
aircraft of the type commonly utilized in general aviation. There is a gen 
eral feeling throughout the general aviation industry that this type of aviation 
is been handicapped and retarded rather than fostered and developed, because 
the strict regulations it has been subjected to during recent years. If, in 
the judgment of the committee and Congress, a lhoeralization is desirable, it is 
suggested that it might effectively be complished by describing the type of 
thing that must be performed only by Certificated persons and expressly exclude 
everything else from such requirement 
Definitions.—It is the general position of the States that the broadening of 
gulatory base of civil aviation should be avoided in every instance where 
there is not a clear cut and presently discernible requirement that the base be 


fF any, r the issuance of certificates 





broadened lo the extent that the definitions in title lL have a tendency to expand 
the area in which the proposed authority may regulate, they should be sub- 
ected to the most searching scrutiny lt has been a constant complaint of all 


segments of the civil aviation industry that the massive burden of regulations, 
both in the fields of safety and economics, and the sheer complexity of the 
regulations, has become a barrier to its normal and natural growth, instead 
ot fostering and encouraging development of every useful purpose of the air- 
raft in permitting the full force and play of ingenuity and imagination. There 
is more than mere color of argument that the mass of regulations and inter 
pretations have tended to hold back advancement and discourage the individual. 

Sweeping definitions that embrace all phases of every level of aviation activ 
ity within the regulatory powers set forth in subsequent titles of the act would 
appear to open the door to a greater complexity attaching to aviation activity, 
rather than a simplification, whether the area of the regulation is to be safety 
or economics We have several particular sections in mind. For example: 
the definition of “air contractor” (sec. 101, subpar. (4) ) It appears to be so 
all inclusive that it could expose to economic regulation the little airport operator 
on the sod field in the small town; the agricultural operator engaged in spray 
ing and dusting; the industrial operator patroling pipe and transmission lines; 
the individual dealing in new or used aircraft or their component parts; persons 
selling gasoline or operating a repair station, et« Until such time as there is 
a demonstrated need for economic regulation of any or all these phases of 
aviation, it is the abiding conviction of the States that any gratuitous imposi 
tion of such regulations should be avoided—for almost ineviably if the power 
to regulate is so given, it will be exercised It is, accordingly, recommended 
that, to the extent of the purposes of definitions, (1) determine demonstratable 
ind present need, and confine detinitory treatment to those areas or segments 
where such need is affirmatively determined, and (2) define the areas or seg 





ments of civil aviation that are to be embraced in economic regulation 
Similarly in the field of economic regulation as related to detinitions, the 


division of all air carriers into “regular” and “irregular” gives rise to the pos 
sibility that business firms operating aircraft, or perhaps even fleets of aircraft, 
for their own private, incidental business use, may be subjected to economic 
regulation since they could be construed “irregular carriers” within the frame 


work of the definition 

The CuHatrmMan. We will adjourn the hearing on S. 3410 at this 
time, but will keep the record open a few days to receive additional 
statements. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 
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City oF DAYTON, Onto, 
June 2, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR BricKeER: Your assistance is respectfully requested in the 
program for development of the national airport system by favorable action 
toward the Federal airport-aid legislation now in committee discussion with 
Hon. Robert B. Murray, Jr., Under Secretary for Transportation. 

The officials of the city of Dayton strongly favor the continuance of such 
financial participation by the Federal Government and believe their stand is 
warranted for several reasons 

One of these reasons stems from the fact that patronage and facility usage in 
this and many other communities is not obtained from local inhabitants. At 
the Dayton Airport patronage is developed from a metropolitan area within a 
35-mile radius of the airport, or the population of 10 counties. 

In view of this situation it should not be required that the city of Dayton 
taxpayers be saddled with the entire burden of providing, at their expense, 
additions and modernization projects demanded of them by ever-changing air 
craft equipment developed by manufacturers and approved by CAB for the benefit 
of the traveling public, many of whom do not even get off the airplane at this 
airport And, as you know, operating municipal airports has not proven to 
be a profitable venture. 

The demands being made for longer and heavier paved runways, special light- 
ing, etc., are a direct result of placing in operation for commercial use, proto- 
type military equipment; and well it might, as each and every aircraft used in 
civilian transportation can be converted to the military in the event of an emer 
gency. This also applies to every airport of express class, or larger. 

The continuing growth of air transportation, which is evidenced by a review 
of the forecasts made by CAA for 1960, which forecast was made in 1949 and 
surpassed in 1952, imposes demands upon airport operators which only a satis- 
factory and adequate Federal-aid program ¢an offset. 

Although statements have been made that it is the local community which 
has the most to gain or lose from the adequacy of its own airport, there are 
innumerable factors which must be considered in providing satisfactory airport 
facilities for the safety of the traveling public, air travel having ceased to be 
a luxury or a hobby. 

Very truly yours, 
HERBERT W. STARICK, 
City Manager. 





MUNICIPAL OFFICES, VILLAGE OF OSCEOLA, 
STATE OF WISCONSIN, 


May 21, 1954. 
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR WILEY: I understand that Senator Bricker’s bill, S. 3410, has 
been referred to the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Under this bill three changes would be made in the Federal Airport Act: 

1. Federal aid for the construction, alteration, or repair of airport terminal 
buildings would be prohibited. 

2. The discretionary fund which the Secretary of Commerce can spend where 
he chooses would be increased from 25 percent of the total appropriation to 50 
percent. (This would have the effect of reducing the usual State by State allot- 
ment by 25 percent.) 

3. A new clause would be added to the Federal Airport Act providing that proj 
ects shall be approved for Federal aid only if they are of “sufficient national 
importance to warrant financial participation by the United States.” 

The present thinking of the Department of Commerce would restrict Federal 
aid to those airports which have 3,000 airline passenger flights per year or have 
a minimum of 30 aircraft based on the field. 

I am sure that you can see that this bill would be of little value to any place 
in Wisconsin except perhaps Milwaukee and Madison. In addition to that, by 
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raising the discretionary fund of the Secretary of Commerce from 25 percent 
to 50 percent would, of course, give the State 25 percent less money. 
I hope that you see fit to vote against this. 
Yours very truly, 
L. O. SIMENSTAD, M. D., 
Village President. 


PUEBLO, CoLo., May 25, 1954. 


Senators I C. JOHNSON and EUGENE D. MILLIKIN, 
lLinited States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
It the utmost importance that we kill the administrators of the Civil Aero- 
auti Administration 50-percent discretionary fund. This would put all small 
ports it of the picture You know only too well what this would mean to 
Colorado 


J. C. KEELER, 
Director of Aviation, 


PUEBLO, CoLo., May 25, 1954. 

Hon. Epwin C, JOHNSON and 

Hon. EUGENE D. MILLIKIN, 
Senate Office Building: 

It is essential to the growth of Colorado airports to eliminate the CAA Admin- 
istrator’s 50-percent discretionary fund. If this is not done, only one airport in 
Colorado can make much advancement. 

MILT ANDRUS, 
Manager, Pueblo Chamber of Commerce. 





Crry OF SYRACUSE, 
OFFICE OF THE MAYor, 
June 4, 1954. 
Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR BRICKER: In reviewing the minutes of the hearing held 
May 24 on Federal airport aid, I should like to go on record as mayor of the 
city of Syracuse, that the original Airport Act as set up, be in no way altered 
as to its provisions 

The city of Syracuse, among many other cities, participated in Federal-aid 
grants which permitted the city of Syracuse to take over the former Army air- 
base; reactivate it, construct terminal buildings, aprons, taxiways, control 
tower, runway and taxiway lighting systems, and to provide facilities for Fed- 
eral agencies 

At the present time, the command post of the 32d Air Force Defense is located 
at Hancock Field. In addition, headquarters of the 107th Fighter Group and 
1S38th Fighter Squadron of the New York Air National Guard are also based on 
this field. If it were not for grants obtained from the Federal Government, 
the city of Syracuse would have been unable to make the necessary improve- 
ments which have permitted the various services to use the field. 

Terminal buildings are a necessity and usually house the operating depart- 
ment of airport. 

I do believe a proper screening of airports should be made before Federal 
aid is granted. I believe you will find that in some cases, airport funds were 
used on bases that had no particular future, commercially or militarily. 

Very truly yours, ; 
DoNALD H. Mean, Mayor. 


Untrep STATES SENATE, 
June 7, 1954. 


Mr. Josepn K. McLAUGHLIN, 
Director, Department of Aeronautics, State of Illinois, 
Capital Airport, Springfield, IIl. 
Dear Mr. McLAaucnrms: Thank you for your letter of June 1, 1954, enclos- 
ing a copy of a telegram you sent to Hon. Robert B. Murray, Jr., Under Secre- 
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tary of Commerce for Transportation, commenting on his testimony on 8. 3410, 
a bill to amend the Federal Airport Act. 

{ note with particular interest that you would have no objection to raising 
the percentage of the Secretary’s discretionary fund to 50 percent if it were 
limited to 1 year. 

I am making your telegram to Mr. Murray a part of the committee's hearing 
record. Thank you for forwarding it to me. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun W. Bricker, Chairman. 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, DEPARTMENT OF AERONAUTICS, 
Springfield, Iul., June 1, 1954. 
Senator JOHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I would appreciate the attached copy of a telegram 
sent to Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation Robert B. Murray, 
Jr., being read into the record on S. 3410. 

Yours very respectfully, 
JOSEPH K, McLAUGHLIN, Director. 


{Copy of night letter sent May 31, 1954 


Hon. Ropert B. MurRAY, Jr., 
Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation, 
Di partment of Commerce, Washington, D.C 


o7 


May 27 issue, Aviation Daily, reports that in testifying before Senate Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee on §8. 3410 you “noted that State 
aviation officials were wiring the committee in opposition to the proposals and 
intimated that they should be disregarded, inasmuch as the Department was 
dealing directly with city and airport authorities for grants-in-aid.” 

Am under distinct impression that State of Illinois has been and is a full 
partner in airport program, representing not only interests of its local spon- 
sors as their full agent in project applications, advertising for bids, award of 
contracts, construction supervision, project reporting, and custody and dis- 


bursement of project funds, but also its own interest in the form of State 
general funds averaging about $24% million for each of last 4 bienna, engineering, 
and laboratory materials testing If State of Illinois is not a full partner in 
its own right, or if it is deemed that it does not represent its municipalities 
for all purposes in FAAP matters, or if it is considered improper for State to 
nake position known before the committee, or if its representations before the 


committee in behalf of its municipalities are not considered credible or com- 
petent, I would appreciate being so advised. 

Also, if you consider it would be more probative for a multiplicity of the 
very strong feelings of the individual municipalities to be filed with the com- 
mittee, I will be glad to have them do so. Further, I will be happy to ask 
the Governor of Illinois to file with the committee his vigorous position on 
decentralization of discretionary authority and national interest, in point of 
national-business character of usage, with which smaller improved airports 
is impressed. 

In view of circumstances attaching to hiatus for last year and a half, have 
no objection to 50-percent discretionary funds for fiscal 1955 only, provided 
state and local funds expended during hiatus to attain some sort of usable 
and useful facility, as well as deferred land-acquisition and engineering costs 
are recognized for purposes of non-Federal participating shares on future 
projects. Insofar as elimination of terminal buildings from FAAP is made 
to turn on point of revenue-producing self-amortizing character, have no ob- 
jection to the extent they are de facto self-amortizing and Federal govern- 
ment pays space rentals proportionate to FAAP ineligibility. 


(Signed) JosepH K. McLAUGHLIN, 
Director, State of Illinois, Department of Aeronautics. 
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1 terminal building, considering the character of the community frequency 
scheduled ce, be subsidized or nonsubsidized of the carrier rendering serv- 
e, other terminal-building usage, can and will in fact have such a revenue- 
producing potential as will liquidate its cost 
2. Increasing the amount of the Administrator's discretionary fund from 
t / percent In the first place, on its face this proposal would appear to 
be directly oppositive to the general policy of the administration to de-Wash- 
netonize administrative activity In the second place, according to the inclina- 
I l ‘s of the administrative officer in the top position of authority 
nd d f n is change could work to centralize in a very great measure 
the plication of FAAP funds in only the very largest terminal-type airports— 
trary to the manifest intendments of the Congress as brought out in the min- 
f ( iril held on Federal Airport Act Thirdly, and as a not 
probable variation of the second point, such a very large investment of dis- 
‘ n could ult in a steady stream of State and municipal supplicants to 


e the exercise of that discretion in a manner favorable 
to their own particular airport-development applications. 
Lastly, it is suggested that in view of the fact that due to the administrative 
“freeze” by Under Secretary Murray on February 15, 1953, of all remaining 
ited FAAP appropriations fo seal 1953 and his failure to submit any 
AAP appropriations request for fiscal 1954, an FAAP hiatus obtained in 
vhich a number of the States and municipalities did not see fit to go through 
e 1 mn of appreopriat ng matching funds, it might not be impracticable in- 
an FAAP appropriation for fiscal 1955 alone for such a temporary in- 
crease in the Administrator’s discretionary fund attaching to it alone, toward 
the end that the funds could be applied and utilized effectively where matching 
funds are available notwithstanding 
+. Investment of discretionary determination of national importance criteria.— 








Closely related to the second proposal is this one. Aside from the ordinary, 
but important, consideration of adequate particularity in the delegation by a 
egislative body to an administrative officer of authority (i. e., “sufficient” na- 
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tional importance), it is disturbing that such determinative authority, even 
if well defined, would be vested in an administrative officer who is in a sub- 
stantial measure not only not immediately concerned with aviation’s needs, but 
who has apparently acquiesced in the continued and increasing assertion through 
his Under Secretary for Transportation of the restriction upon and subordina- 
tion of the agency which is immediately concerned. 

further, it is disquieting that a broad undefined discretionary power such 
as this, while not necessarily detrimental .by its language, per se, can accord- 
ing to the turn of the discretionary exercise of such power operate to ignore 
the very real national interest with which the presently substantial and ever- 
increasing use of the smaller size categories of improved 
concerns of national stature is impressed—irrespective of scheduled air car- 
rier or military factors. The basic fallacy attaching to any attempt to assign 
an airport with a local or State character is immediately apparent when it 
is considered that the economic and utilitarian advantage in the business use 


airports by business 
I q 





a aft only comes it being in ise over r tively long interstate dis- 
tances, perhaps even more than highways and railroads, where transportation 
simply cannot be and is not confinable by local or State lines 

Further, it is very difficult if not impossible qualitatively to dissemble between 
the administrative propensities evidenced in this and the second proposal on the 
one hand, and, on the other hand, the administration of the Federal public roads 
program in which (a) there is no discretionary fund, and (b) definite Federal 


recommendation is taken and allocations made not only for pr ary interstate 


highways, but also for secondary h 





rhways and even intracity highways. 

Accordingly this bill should be rejected on its merits—with the possible excep- 
tion of making the 50 percent administrator’s discretionary fund applicable to 
only the FAAP appropriation for fiscal 1955 


Respectfully submitted 
JosepH K. McLAUGHLIN, Director. 


Crry or Los ANceves, Cauir., May 27, 1954. 


Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Str: It is imperative that the present Congress ntinne the Federal 
airport aid program, and there is now pending before your committee S. 3410 to 
which the management of the Los Angeles International Airport, the fourth 
busiest air terminal in the United States, is in full accord as to the provisions of 
this bill. 

It is most important that the United States develop a strong national airport 
plan. To date local government agencies have participated in the greatest share 
of capital outlay for airports throughout the Nation and these communities @re 
under financial stress to provide needed city services with decreasing tax re- 
sources. And, there is a growing tendency on the part of local tax areas to not 
support airport bond issues. 

A continuation of the Federal airport aid program would be a stimulus to the 
orderly development of a national airport system so necessary to our economy 
for the development and the carriage of air mail, and so necessary in the event of 
a national emergency. 

I therefore urge the passage of S. 3410 and the support of the appropriation 
bill for Federal aid to airports when it is submitted to the Congress. 

Respectfully, 
Wooprurr De Sirva, Airport Manager, 
Los Angeles International Airport. 


CHEYENNE, Wyo., June 4, 1954. 
Senator FRANK A. BARRETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Under Secretary of Commerce Murray has testified that State’s wishes should 
be disregarded relative to airport progam since the Depatment was dealing 
directly with cities. Please be advised our State Commission is responsible by 
law for all Federal grants to any city. 

GrorGE M. NELSON, 
Director of Aeronautics. 
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UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Mag 25, 1954 





Hon. JoHN W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear JoHN: Enclosed herewith you will find telegrams I received today 
from several leading citizens of Wyoming, expressing opposition to S. 3410 

I share their concern and respectifully urge that the committee give full con 
sideration to the bad effect legislation of this type would have on a State like 
mine 

I am informed that 8S. 3410 would virtually eliminate application of the Federal 
airport program to small airports. The area of our greatest need in the West 
centers on small airports. 


The Department of Commerce presently has discretion over appropriations é 
of 25 percent and this bill increases that provision to 50 percent, which I feel is 
a too-generous grant of power 
The Federal Airport Act of 1946 has worked very well in meeting the great j 
variety of needs over the Nation as a whole. It is my hope that it can be resumed , ‘ ? 
through supplemental appropriations now being studied by the Bureau of the 
Budget 
With very best wishes and kindest personal regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 
FRANK A. BARRETT, U.S. 5S 
CHEYENNE, Wy0., May 25, 1954 
Hon. FRANK A. BARRETT, 
United States Senator 
Senate Office Bu ld no: 
Would appreciate your efforts in defeating provision of Senate bill 3410 as 
this bill is extremely detrimental to the community in the State of Wyoming 
C. J. “Doc” Rocers, 
Governor of Wy ming 
CHEYENNE, Wyo., May 25, 1954 
Senator FRANK A. BARRETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urgently request your opposition to S. 3410 now being considered by sub 
committee 
GEORGE M. NELSON, 
Director of Aeronautics 
Rock Sprines, Wyo., May 25, 1954 
FRANK R. BARRETT, i 
Senate Office Building: 
I urge you to do all possible to defeat Senate bill No. 3410. This bill will 
exclude Wyoming from any Federal financial assistance on airports. 
EpWIN E. JAMES, Mayor. . 


RIVERTON, Wro., May 25, 1954. 
Senator FRANK BARRETT: 
City of Riverton urges your opposition to Senate bill 3410. 
W. M. Hatcut, City Attorney 


TORRINGTON, Wro., May 25, 1954. 
Senator FRANK BARRETT, 
Senate Office Building: 
Advise voting against S. 3410, airport bill. Believe amendment not to our 
interest. Our airport is important. 


TORRINGTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Dan McCoy, President. 
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NEWCASTLE, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Senator FRANK BARRETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Please oppose amendment to bill No. 8S. 3410. 
EARL Z. CRUM. 





POWELL, Wyo0., May 25, 1954. 
Hon. FRANK BARRETT, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Wish you to protest section of Senate bill 3410 regarding Federal aid to air- 
ports generating less than 3,000 passengers annually. Under this section only 
three cities in Wyoming eligible. Feel that smaller airports require aid before 
larger cities. 

H. L. Stoupt, Mayor. 


LANDER, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Hon. FRANK A. BARRETT, 
Senator, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Understand §S. 3410 would limit federal participation by all towns in Wyoming 
except Casper and Cheyenne in airport construction. If this be true the town of 
Lander strenuously opposes this bill. 

TOWN oF LANDER, 
H,. A. Carson, Mayor. 


WORLAND, Wyo., May 25, 1954. 
Hon. FRANK BARRETT, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

Authorities of the town of Worland, Wyo., have been advised that Senate Com- 
mittee is now considering Senate bill S. 2310 which would restrict Federal air- 
port aid projects to the larger municipalities. It is suggest that any measure 
which eliminates the smaller towns from participation in Federal &id would seri- 
ously hamper the progress and development of aeronautics in sparsely populated 
States such as Wyoming. 

Worland served by a commercial airline must depend upon assistance in the 
development of its municipal airport and the maintenance of the excellent facili- 
ties which have previously been provided. Failure of the development program 
could presumably result in curtailment of air transportation at this time when 
Worland is experiencing new growth. On behalf of the town of Worland your 
utmost effort is urged in the defeat of this measure which we feel discriminates 
against small communities in Wyoming served by the feeder lines of trans- 
continental traffic. 

FRANK R. WATSON, 
Mayor of Worland, Wyo. 


STATE oF NortH DaAkKora, AERONAUTICS COMMISSION, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., May 19, 1954. 
Hon. MILTON R. Younae, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DraR SENATOR YouNG: The Department of Commerce has just submitted a 
request for $33 million for Federal airport aid money to be included in the 
appropriation bill for the Commerce Department for fiscal 1955. 

Independent of the money request, the Secretary of Commerce, through Sen- 
ator Bricker, chairman Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
has just introduced S. 3410 which proposes certain amendments to the Federal 
Airport Act of 1946. 

S. 3410 amendments in substance change the Federal Aid Airport Act as 
follows: 

(1) Provides that the Department of Commerce discretionary fund be 
increased from 25 percent to 50 percent. Under the present law, 75 percent of 
Federal aid airport funds must be allocated among the States under a formula 
based on area and population. Only 25 percent is available for expenditure at 
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There is adequate and judicious reason for this section. In the past, CAA 
representatives “sold” certain municipalities on making application for funds 
or airport projects in excess of the communities’ airport requirements, and 
ar in excess of the communities’ ability to put up the matching funds. Mr 


irray does not deny this. 

I also wish to point out that the State of Maryland does have a monetary 
interest in the Federal airport aid program, in that it has in the past made 
grants-in-aid to municipalities in order for them to match the Federal rants. 


Further, I believe on investigation will indicate that Maryland municipalities, 
ther than Baltimore City, weleome the assistance and cooperation of this com 


ion when acting as agent, or otherwise. 


Again, may [I urge in the commission’s behalf, that you and your committee 
not consider S 110 favorabl 
S ere voul 
STAT AVIATION COMM ION 
R RD A. .J {ISON, Di? tor 


Wasl jton, D. C., May 11, 1954 


Cha ] Con ttee Oo Interstat nd Foreign Commer 
United Ntat S ate Washinaoton. D. ¢ 
] RS ATK ] K Permit e, in the absence of Chairman Hunsaker, 
to respond to your letter of May 7, 1954, enclosing for comment a copy of 8S. 3410, a 


imend sé ons 2 (a), 6 (a), and 9 (d) of the Federal Airport Act, as 








nend¢ 

The functions of tl National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics under the 
law relate only to scientific research. The NACA does not have the broad fun 
tions which its name ht seem to imply Inasmuch as the provisions of the 
subject bill involve 1 which do not come within the scope of our authorized 
functions, no comment on the proposed legislation is submitted 


Sincerely yours, 
J. F. Victory, 
Executive Secretary. 








ComMPTR ER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
Washington, May 21, 1954 
HH JOHN W. BrIcKER 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreiqn Commerce 
United Stat Senate 

DEAR Mr. ¢ \.IRMAN: Reference is mad o your letter of May 7, 1954, re 
q the « ents of this Office with respect to S. 5410, 83d Congress, 2d 
SCSS101 Cit I ( \ bill to amend sections 2 (a), 6 (a), 
and 9 (da) of the Fed Ai amended.” 

\ ited in your letter f the proposed amendments are set 
forth by the Secretary of Co etter of May 5, 1954, which appears on 
pag 759 of the Congre ( for May 6, 1954 Except as contained 
the this Office has no inft to the need or desirability of the pro 





posed legislation and, therefore 
enactment, 
Sincerely, 


o comments to offer with respect to its 





